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ABSTRACT

CORE LEADERSHIP PRACTICES OR PRIOR CLASSROOM TEACHING EXPERIENCE
AND THEIR VALUE WHEN HIRING BUILDING PRINCIPALS
Patti Palagi, Ed.D.
Department of Leadership, Educational Psychology, and Foundations
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Kelly Summers, Director

To determine the qualities associated with effective building leaders, this study identifies
how those tasked with hiring principals value core leadership practices and past educational
experience. The inclusion of prior classroom teaching experience as a pre-requisite for applying
to a principal preparation program provided the impetus for this study. Study participants were
chosen based on their participation in the hiring of principals. Participants completed a survey
that sought insight related to both core leadership practices as defined by Leithwood (Setting
Direction, Developing People, Developing the Organization and, Managing the Instructional
Program) and experience prior to becoming a principal. The participants were also asked to rank
the importance of core leadership practices and prior classroom teaching experience. Questions
were also included to determine if the participants had ever hired principals with no prior
classroom teaching experience. Background information of study participants was also sought,
mainly their experience prior to becoming an administrator as well as the number of classrooms
in which they had observed and provided feedback to teachers prior to becoming an
administrator.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

There have been numerous initiatives in education in the last several years that have
changed the landscape for building principals (Canole & Young, 2013). Initiated by the National
Governors Association in 2008, the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) focused school
efforts toward crafting fewer standards with higher expectations to ensure all high school
graduates reach the goal of being college or career ready (Common Core State Standards
Initiative, 2016). Shortly after work began on CCSS, the federal government developed Race to
the Top as part of the United States Department of Education American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (2009). Race to the Top provided financial incentives to districts working to
innovate practices around four core concepts: a) adoption of standards and assessments to
support college and career readiness; b) creation of data structures to assess and measure student
growth through improved instruction; c) recruiting, training, and retraining effective teachers and
principals; and d) reducing the achievement gap in lower performing buildings (Race to the Top,
2015).
The impact of a building principal is second only to a classroom teacher when
considering the impact of school-related factors on student achievement (Leithwood, 2005).
Principal preparation programs must ensure they select and graduate professionals who can serve
as effective school leaders, and school districts must seek out and select leaders best able to meet
the demands of their school buildings. Past research has focused on the skills necessary to serve
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as an effective building principal. In addition, the development of recruitment and selection
processes for hiring principals and training programs most likely to produce successful principals
has been researched.
Canole and Young (2013) reviewed the preparation and evaluation of principals. When
asked about relevance of coursework in principal preparation programs, only 63% reported
finding “value” in the alignment to daily work expectations (Levine, 2005, p. 27), and 89% rated
their graduate training program as not supporting their preparedness for the principalship (p. 28).
A further issue noted by Levine was in the recruitment of candidates. Many enrolled in principal
preparation programs solely as an incentive to advancement on the salary schedule. Levine
emphasized recruitment and selection of candidates who demonstrate the potential and capacity
to develop leadership skills as a means to improve principal preparation candidates. Leithwood,
Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2004) identified characteristics of transformational school
leaders whose work has resulted in positive student achievement. Leithwood et al.’s review of
research found that the combined effect of both direct and indirect leadership practices
significantly influenced student achievement, noting that 3% to 5% of “variation in student
learning” was explained through leadership (p. 21). Leithwood (2005) found four essential
practices related to successful leadership: a) setting direction: setting goals and inspiring vision
of the future; b) developing people: influence and develop those within their organization; c)
developing the organization: providing support for growth of teachers and students; and d)
managing the instructional program: monitoring teaching and learning. These core leadership
practices serve as the foundation of Leithwood’s theoretical framework of school leadership.
They are not all inclusive of the daily demands of a principal but rather a framework from which
building leaders can identify behaviors and actions to support teaching and learning.
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Problem Statement

In March 2005, Levine published The Education Schools Project, which reviewed
the capacity of institutions who train principals and superintendents with respect to
current expectations of educational leaders. The Commission on School Leader
Preparation in Illinois utilized Levine’s work to develop the Illinois School Leader Task
Force: A Report to the Illinois General Assembly (Illinois School Leader Task Force,
2008). The Illinois School Leader Task Force was comprised of college and university
professionals, professional associations as well as state and local school district leaders.
The recommendation from the task force was centered on the following statement:
“Improvement of student learning in Illinois schools requires high quality leadership that
establishes in every school a culture of high expectations and collaboration among all
partners in support of student learning” (p. 4). Challenges recognized by the Task Force
were attracting high-quality candidates to principal preparation programs, focusing
preparation programs on student achievement and working to improve certification and
the requirements for program completion. The Task Force sought statewide support for
principal preparation improvement and legislation that outlined program requirements for
colleges and universities to prepare principals in the State of Illinois.
The State of Illinois reviewed and cited research requiring four years of classroom
teaching experience prior to completing a principal preparation program; however, the research
cited does not explicitly distinguish classroom teachers from other educational professionals
such as School Service Personnel (school psychologist, school social worker, school counselor,
speech language pathologist and school nurse), (Baker & Cooper, 2005; Ballou & Podgursky,
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1995; Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 2007). A gap in the research
exists in determining whether those responsible for the hiring of principals value prior classroom
teaching experience over core leadership practices. Research to date does not provide evidence
that those who hire principals value prior classroom teaching experience over leadership
practices. Of interest to this study is determining whether those who hire building leaders value
classroom teaching experience less than, as much, or more than the acquisition of core leadership
practices among their hires (Leithwood, 2005).

Purpose

As originally written, the State of Illinois application process for principal
preparation excluded educators who do not have, at a minimum, four years of classroom
teaching experience prior to completing a principal preparation program. That
requirement has since changed to allow School Service Personnel to apply; however, this
policy will be up for review in 2019. The objective of the current study is to determine
what individuals responsible for hiring principals view as most critical when reviewing
applicants: evidence of core leadership practices or prior classroom teaching experience.
The research the State of Illinois used to support the decision to exclude educators
without classroom teaching experienced is referenced and analyzed in Chapter 2.

Significance of the Study

Improved principal preparation programs result in more effective principals
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2007). Research suggests that recruitment and selection of
candidates for principal positions should be expanded to include those who can
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demonstrate leadership skills associated with school improvement (Southern Regional
Education Board, 2004). Of significance to this dissertation study is determining the
value those responsible for hiring principals place on both prior classroom teaching
experience and core leadership practices and whether there are differences in the values
placed on these two factors. The information obtained through this study supports further
refinement of the training, selection, and recruitment of principals and may give the State
of Illinois local and more up-to-date information on which to base policy decision
making related to principal preparation selection and training. Additionally, this study
provides unique perspective as those responsible for hiring principals serve as the
participants.

Guiding Questions

The current study provides insight into the decision-making process of those responsible
for hiring building principals. Specific information was obtained to determine whether evidence
of core leadership practices is viewed more favorably than prior classroom teaching experience
when considering an applicant for hire. The following questions guided this study:
1. Are the scores in each of the four areas of Leithwood’s subscales equivalent?
2. What is rank ordered higher: value of core leadership practices, prior classroom
teaching experience, or prior experience as a licensed educator?
3. Do those responsible for hiring principals view educational professionals without
prior classroom teaching experience as qualified to serve as building principals?

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This dissertation investigated the impact of core leadership practices and prior classroom
teaching experience on willingness to hire a candidate as a building principal. In 2013, the State
of Illinois changed the requirements for principal preparation programs such that any potential
candidate must have had a minimum of four years of classroom teaching experience prior to
admittance. The state used research to justify the decision; an analysis of that research is
included in the literature review below. In addition, research that discounts the necessity of prior
classroom teaching experience as a variable in predicting principal effectiveness is also included.
Finally, research identifying core leadership and best practices in recruitment and selection of
effective building principals is reviewed.

Principal Preparation

Levine (2005) published The Education Schools Project, which reviewed the
expectations of educational leaders and the capacity of institutions who train principals and
superintendents to meet those expectations. Levine surveyed 1,800 principals, who rated the
value of the courses they had taken in their preparation programs. Levine noted the lack of
cohesion between real-world expectations of school leaders and the degrees they held as a
rationale for improving educational leadership programs. Levine found 89% rated their
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programs not preparing them for the daily expectations of principalship, and only 63% found the
program courses valuable. Respondents reported only three courses as valuable to their daily
work: school law, adolescent and child psychology, and instructional leadership (p. 27). Levine
cited the common practice of many districts to incentivize college credit as the basis for the
increased number of education leadership programs. Levine suggested ending the practice of
salary increases tied to college degrees/credit and replacing it with evidence of skills and
knowledge acquired in the leadership programs. Levine contended that universities must raise
their standards for successful completion of education leadership programs, nothing that once
higher standards are established, the programs must be monitored closely to ensure proper
adherence to the established expectations. Levine suggested that states should hold responsibility
for this work.
Illinois Shift in Principal Preparation Programs
In Illinois, Levine’s (2005) study was cited as the catalyst for the move toward
changes in principal training (E. Hunt: Senior policy analyst and researcher at Center for
the Study of Education Policy, Illinois State University, personal communication, July
13, 2013). In August 2005, the Illinois State Board of Education established the
Commission on School Leader Preparation in Illinois Colleges and Universities. The
Commission drafted School Leader Preparation: A Blueprint for Change (Illinois School
Leader Taskforce, 2008) in August 2006, which detailed suggestions for redesigning
principal preparation programs throughout the state. This document targeted issues facing
schools and highlighted the need to more accurately match the principal preparedness
program expectations with targeted areas of need for today’s principals. The task force

8
made recommendations to the Illinois State Board of Education for changes in the
training of principals. This work led to HJ0066, a Joint Resolution from the Illinois
General Assembly, which created the Illinois School Leader Task Force in October 2007
(Background of Principal Redesign in Illinois, 2008). The group made three
recommendations: create a state-wide policy for school leadership certification; align
high standards with principal preparation and early career development and create formal
partnerships among school districts, higher education, and other professional associations
to support principal preparation and development; and create principal preparation
programs that focus on the skills necessary to improve student learning in Pre-K through
twelfth grade (E. Hunt, personal communication, July 13, 2013).
This Task Force prepared a report for the Illinois General Assembly in February 2008,
and information was disseminated through Regional Offices of Educations and through
presentations at professional association conferences. Information explaining the work of the
Task Force was made available through the creation of the Illinois School Leaders website in
August 2008. School Leader Preparation redesign teams were established with members from
both public and private colleges and universities across Illinois. The redesign teams shared their
recommendations with the Illinois School Leaders Task Force in April 2009. Their work went
forward to the Illinois Certification Board and the Illinois State Board of Education, resulting in
Public Act 096-0903, enacted on July 1, 2010. The Act established the new principal
endorsement and outlined the necessary administrative code criteria. An FAQ (Illinois School
Leader, 2010) document responded to questions from superintendents across Illinois in response
to concerns regarding a shortage of certified administrators. Data identified 302 anticipated
principal vacancies throughout Illinois compared with 3,002 administrative endorsements
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awarded from 2008 to 2009. The statement “research shows that principal leadership ranks
second only to teacher effectiveness among school-related factors that impact student
performance” was highlighted (Illinois School Leader, 2010). Preparing principals to positively
impact student learning led to changes in Illinois principal preparation programs.
Institutions seeking to prepare principals in Illinois needed to meet specific criteria to
admit candidates. The criteria were a Pre-K through twelfth grade focus, adherence to Interstate
School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) leadership standards, establishment of
partnerships with school districts, a specified number of full- and part-time faculty, specific
expectations and length of the internship, utilization of a common assessment of the internship
experience, and a revised state assessment for awarding principal endorsements (Illinois
Administrative Code 23).
As a result of the changes noted above, Illinois educators are now awarded Professional
Educator Licenses (PELs) along with an endorsement representing the content areas in which
they are entitled to provide instruction (Illinois State Board of Education, 2013). Endorsement
areas include director of special education, general administrative, chief business official,
superintendent, and general supervisory (Illinois State Board of Education). As of July 1, 2015,
all principals must have completed an approved preparation program and hold a principal
endorsement (Illinois State Board of Education). For those currently serving as a principal, the
principal endorsement could be added to their PEL if they had served as an administrator for one
year and had held a valid General Supervisory endorsement within the last five years (Illinois
State Board of Education). Those new to the profession would have to meet the requirements of
principal preparedness programs enacted in March 2013 through the Illinois Administrative
Code (Illinois Administrative Code 23).
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Research the State of Illinois Utilized in Changing Principal Preparation Programs

The State of Illinois principal preparation legislation mandated the application process
that universities were to adhere to, including the requirement of four years of classroom teaching
experience prior to completing a principal preparation program. The Illinois P-20 Council cited
three research studies to support this requirement (Illinois School Leader, 2010). Ballou and
Podgursky (1995) were cited in the FAQ (Illinois School Leader, 2010) document as evidence
that teachers’ perceptions of principal quality are impacted by the principal’s prior “instructional
experience” (p. 6). Darling-Hammond et al.’s (2007) work was also included as evidence that
prior classroom teaching experience was “an overall predictive feature of effective principal
preparation” (p. 6). Both Darling-Hammond et al.’s, Ballou, and Podgursky’s studies are
specifically connected to the intent of the current study and are fully reviewed. The third study
by Baker and Cooper (2005) is cited in the FAQ document as evidence that a principal’s prior
teaching experience leads to hiring teachers with “stronger academic backgrounds” (p. 6). Baker
and Cooper’s work is outside the scope of this study; however, a review of their research is
included, given the importance placed on it by the State of Illinois for requirement of prior
classroom teaching experience for entry into principal preparation programs.

Prior Teaching Experience
The State of Illinois utilized Ballou and Podgursky’s (1995) research as evidence that
classroom teachers’ perceptions of principal quality are connected to the principal’s previous
instructional experience. Ballou and Podgursky used School and Staffing Survey (SASS) results
from 1987 to 1988. The SASS is comprised of four separate surveys. For their purposes, Ballou
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and Podgursky utilized portions of both the teacher and administrative surveys to determine
whether a relationship existed among teacher perceptions of principal performance effectiveness
and principal training and experience. The data set was comprised of an administrator with four
completed teacher surveys for his/her building. Seven questions from the original teacher survey
were used as part of the research. A 6-point Likert scale (1 = no help to 6 = extremely helpful)
was used for the first question, which asked teachers to rate the level of helpfulness of their
principal in improving instruction or resolving a classroom management issue. The mean
response was 3.86. The additional six questions were rated on a 4-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly agree to 4 = strongly disagree), with teachers asked to either agree or disagree with the
statements. The questions sought information about the principals’ actions regarding asking
questions about teachers’ instruction, managing student behavior, communicating their vision,
and acknowledging and supporting teachers. Ratings ranged from 1.72 (“Principals let teachers
know what is expected of them”) to 2.62 (“My principal talks with me frequently about my
instructional practice”). Ballou and Podgursky asserted that principal effectiveness might not be
captured within the seven questions/statements they used from the teacher survey and that there
was potential for some teachers to rate principal effectiveness characteristics negatively. Ballou
and Podgursky suggested that certain teachers might “resent” the behaviors they selected from
the SASS survey for their study (p. 245). Additionally, it is noted that no direct relationship to
student achievement was explicitly surveyed as part of Ballou and Podgursky’s study.
On the SASS survey, principals provided information connected to their years of
experience, both prior to becoming an administrator and as an administrator (both within and
outside of their current setting) as well as the training they received. Principals were also asked
if they had work experience outside of an educational setting. Ballou and Podgursky (1995)
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sought to determine a relationship between teachers’ higher ratings of perceived effectiveness
and a principal’s past experience. Their study found no relationship connected to graduate-level
training in educational administration, internships, experience outside of education, or
administration experience in another school. Ballou and Podgursky reported that only prior
classroom teaching experience was related to increased ratings of perceived effectiveness by
teachers. Principals were asked to provide previous experience in terms of “teaching” (p. 246).
If a principal had served in a nonteaching capacity (e.g., school psychologist) prior to becoming
a principal, there was no option on the SASS survey to capture that experience. A year of
teaching prior to becoming a principal was classified in Ballou and Podgursky’s study as 0 to 5,
6 to 15, and more than 15. There were no significant correlations on the seven questions asked
regarding the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ effectiveness for principals with 0 to 15
years of experience. There was a positive correlation only for principals with over 15 years of
teaching experience with five of the seven teacher survey questions. The two questions that did
not produce positive correlations between even 15 years of “teaching” experience and teachers
rating of a principal effectiveness were the questions related to instructional practice (p. 246).
The State of Illinois included Ballou and Podgursky’s (1995) study as rationale for
mandating prior classroom teaching for those applying to principal preparation programs. After
citing the study as evidence for the need to have four years of prior classroom teaching
experience, the 2010 FAQ document (Illinois School Leader, 2010) then indicated that years of
experience is not viewed as the sole component of teacher effectiveness. Public Act 096-0903,
the law outlining changes to principal preparation in Illinois, allows for less than four years of
prior teaching experience when applying to principal preparation programs as long as certain
requirements are met. The requirements shared in the FAQ document include a review of
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performance evaluations “or other evidence of demonstrated qualifications” (p. 6). Although
cited as evidence for inclusion of prior classroom teaching experience, Ballou and Podgursky’s
research did not find that teachers rated perceptions of their principal’s effectiveness as higher
unless the principal had at least 15 years of prior experience. As school psychology and/or other
school service personal occupations were not represented as a possible field of study that
principals could select in the 1987 to 1988 SASS survey, it is unknown whether the represented
sample of principals included those with professional experience outside of teaching.
Additionally, Ballou and Podgursky did not state the number of principals and teachers included
in their study.
Of interest to this dissertation study is the inclusion of Ballou and Podgursky’s (1995)
work by the State of Illinois as justification for changes to principal preparation. Ballou and
Podgursky stated that their study “finds little support for recent proposals….requiring advanced
degrees or additional training for principals” (p. 250). The authors questioned the certification
process associated with graduate training and internship experience used by most states; their
research found neither impacted teachers’ perceptions of principal performance. Ballou and
Podgursky’s research found a positive relationship between teachers’ perceptions of principal
effectiveness only for those principals with over 15 years of prior teaching experience, but it is
unknown what prior experiences are encapsulated under the term teaching. As outlined in the
FAQ document (Illinois School Leader, 2010), Ballou and Podgursky’s 1995 study was cited as
“research that shows that instructional experience for principals does matter with teacher
perceptions of principal quality” (p. 7). The use of the Ballou and Podgursky study by the State
of Illinois as rationale for the need for four years of classroom teaching experience—or less, if
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certain criteria are met—prior to applying to principal preparation program is flawed and not
supported by Ballou and Podgursky’s own interpretation of their study.

Research to Counter Ballou and Podgursky

Despite the importance, the State of Illinois placed on Ballou and Podgursky’s (1995)
study, other research counters the importance of prior classroom teaching experience as a
contributor to principal effectiveness (Brewer, 1993; Brockmeier, Starr, Green, Pate, & Leech,
2013; Clark, Martorell, & Rockoff, 2009; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Lucas, 2003; Lyons &
Murphy, 1984). For example, Brewer (1993) reviewed achievement information obtained
through the High School and Beyond (HSB) survey utilizing data gathered from 1980 to1986.
Principal information was gathered from the Administrator and Teacher Survey (ATS)
incorporated in the HSB in 1984, which collected approximately 300 samples from public high
schools. Participating principals provided their years of experience in teaching as well as in
administration outside of serving as a principal. Brewer found no statistical significance between
student achievement and a principal’s prior teaching or administration experience (Brewer, 1993,
p. 285).
In their research, Clark et al. (2009) focused on schools in New York City, given the
large number of principals within the system and that “nearly all” principals come from within
the school system (p. 1). Clark et al. sought to determine evidence of a relationship among
principal characteristics, defined as education and pre-principal work experience, and student
performance on a standardized test. Student characteristics such as race and socioeconomic
status were also analyzed. The researchers clearly stated that their research was “nonexperimental” (p. 2). Clark et al.’s research determined no significant relationship among a
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principal’s undergraduate or graduate training program, work experience prior to becoming a
principal, and student performance. A slight positive relationship to student performance was
found for those inexperienced principals who had prior experience within a school building
where they now served as principal. The greatest impact on student performance was found for
years serving as the principal within a school building. In their research, Clark et al. found an
increase in students’ math assessment scores of 0.04 standard deviations for principals with three
years of experience within the same school and a 0.06 standard deviation increase on students’
math assessments for principals with five or more years of experience within the same school
over those of first-year principals. In Clark et al.’s study, approximately 10% to 20% of
principals had served as teachers or assistant principals in the buildings they led at the time of the
study. Clark et al. concluded that prior experience as a teacher or assistant principal only
positively impacts principals until they have gained years of experience in the principal role.
Teaching experience prior to the principalship demonstrated no correlation with student
performance. Brockmeier et al. (2013) found that school versus principal variables were
stronger predictors of student achievement. Their study utilized approximately 1,000 prekindergarten through fifth grade elementary schools in Georgia. Brockmeier et al. collected
students’ achievement data from the 2010 Georgia Governor’s Office of Student Achievements
well as principal data from the 2010 Georgia Professional Standards Commission (p. 51).
Principal data were assessed for years of experience (ranges of 14 or less, 15 to 24, and 25 or
more were used), tenure (time in a school), and stability defined as number of principals in a
school over last 10 years (levels were one to two, three, and four or more principals within the
10-year time frame) (p. 54). Student characteristics such as race and free or reduced lunch status
as well as performance on state measures of achievement for third and fifth graders were
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investigated alongside of the principal factors. Brockmeier et al. found no significant
relationship between principal experience and student achievement; however, they did find that
principal tenure and stability positively impacted student achievement, identifying a positive
trend on statewide testing results for third and fifth graders associated with the length of a
principal’s tenure within a school building.
Leithwood and Jantzi’s (2008) article, “Linking Leadership to Student Learning: The
Contributions of Leader Efficacy,” includes a detailed review of research investigating the
factors leaders possess that positively influence student learning. Efficacy, as defined by
Leithwood and Jantzi, relates to the leaders’ beliefs in their ability (self-efficacy) or belief in the
collective organization to achieve a goal (collective efficacy) (p. 497). The factors that impact a
leader’s efficacy were termed antecedents. Leithwood and Jantzi’s research identified 33
antecedents under four categories: personal, school level, district level, and other. Antecedents
included gender, years of experience, and level of schooling. Leithwood and Jantzi noted that
limited research had been conducted on the majority of the identified 33 factors; 24 were
represented by only one research article. Gender was identified as the most widely researched
factor with five separate studies, followed by years of experience and level of schooling with
four different studies. Of the research conducted on the various factors, Leithwood and Jantzi
reported limited evidence of impact “by any conventional social science standard” (p. 503).
Their research cited organizational characteristics and their influence on the development of
collective efficacy rather than a principal’s personal variables as having positive impact on
leader efficacy (p. 522). Leithwood and Jantzi further suggested the limited research conducted
on antecedents to efficacy as an indication of the antecedents’ lack of significance connected to
leadership efficacy.
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Of the four studies included in Leithwood and Jantzi’s (2008) review of research
connected to a principal’s previous experience, only one highlighted experiences prior to serving
as a principal. Lucas’s (2003) research focused on middle-level principals utilizing a statewide
middle school network in the Midwest. A questionnaire was sent to 141 middle school
principals seeking information on characteristics of the principals, such as principal education,
certification, and experience as certified staff or principal as well as the demographics for the
buildings in which they served. Surveys were sent to the principals who completed the
questionnaire (89 – representing 63% of the initial data pool), to be completed by the teachers in
their buildings. The teacher survey sought to determine the level of implementation of the seven
recommendations for middle school design highlighted in the Turning Points 2000 framework of
middle school programming (Jackson & Davis, 2000, as cited in Lucas, 2003, p. 7). The seven
recommendations are a) implementation of standards, curriculum, and assessment practices; b)
instructional practices; c) faculty staffing and professional development; d) implementing
organizational practices; e) collaborative leadership practices; f) healthy school environment; and
g) proactively involving families and the community (p. 10). Lucas completed correlational
analyses between principal characteristics and their self-efficacy related to implementing the
seven recommendations of the Turning Points 2000 framework. Lucas found no significant
relationship between principal self-efficacy and years of experience as a principal or total years
of educational experience. Similar findings were reported when comparing principal
characteristics to the teacher report on the implementation of the Turning Point 2000 framework
recommendations.
Leithwood and Jantzi’s (2008) review of literature included additional studies in which
previous experience as a principal is examined. Lyons and Murphy’s (1984) study investigated
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the relationship between a principal’s self-efficacy and use of power bases. Lyons and Murphy
hypothesized that leaders with higher self-efficacy were more likely to utilize expert or referent
power, whereas those principals with lower self-efficacy were more likely to use reward and
legitimate power. A large metropolitan school district in western United States served as the
subject of Lyons and Murphy’s study. A self-efficacy survey was provided to 121 elementary
and secondary principals. Data collected from principals included number of years of experience
as a principal and number of courses taken in leadership. Lyons and Murphy found no
relationship among either of these factors and the principals’ assessment of their efficacy. Lyons
and Murphy’s findings suggest that as a principal’s years of experience increase, along with
years within the same building, their self-efficacy decreases, but their reliance on externally
based power increases. Lyons and Murphy’s research provides support for the use of selfefficacy in the selection process for principals.
Dimmock and Hattie (1996) researched principals’ self-efficacy as it related to change
and the restructuring process. Dimmock and Hattie hypothesized that self-efficacy was the most
influential factor in a principal’s ability to manage and effect change. The authors devised their
own scale to specifically measure principal self-efficacy. Data were collected in Western
Australia. Initially, 20 randomly selected principals were asked to provide descriptions of recent
tasks and situations that were challenging to complete when working toward restructuring their
organization. From this, Dimmock and Hattie constructed 52 scenarios that were categorized
into six areas: a) school development planning; b) managing teaching, learning and, curriculum;
c) managing staff; d) budgeting; e) managing parents; and f) managing the environment of the
school (p. 67). Vignettes were then crafted for respondents to reflect on and respond to. The
Principal’s Self-Efficacy Scale (the Prines) represented the final assessment tool. Principals
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completing the Prines were asked to rate their level of confidence from 0 (totally unconfident) to
10 (totally confident) given the prompt “How confident would you be of securing a successful
resolution of this situation?” (p. 68). The principal sample completing the Prines was comprised
of 50 elementary- and secondary-level principals also from Western Australia. Principals were
selected to represent geographic areas and school size. Reliability was found to be .84 utilizing
Cronbach’s alpha. Multiple regression analysis was used between principal characteristics and
self-efficacy as related to enacting change. Characteristics of the principals participating in the
study were gathered: gender, years of experience as a principal, and grade levels in of the
building. Dimmock and Hattie had findings similar to Lyons and Murphy’s (1984), in that
principals with more years of experience demonstrated lower self-efficacy. Dimmock and Hattie
suggested that the skills associated with high self-efficacy for change needed in the restructuring
process, primarily shared leadership, impacted principals with more years of experience. Both
Lyons and Murphy and Dimmock and Hattie viewed self-efficacy as a potential support to the
principal selection process. Finn (1984) referenced nine avenues to support school effectiveness,
which include developing and supporting leaders able to support instructional improvement.
Finn stated, “there is little evidence that good teachers necessarily make good principals, and
assuming otherwise can take fine instructors out of the classroom, place uncertain executives in
the principal’s office, and overlook entirely people who are not teachers at all but who might
become superb principals” (p. 522). The emphasis on prior classroom teaching experience as a
condition of application to principal preparation programs outlined by the State of Illinois is not
supported by research. Determining a potential candidate’s self-efficacy is supported through
research as a characteristic of effective principals. Working to identify the skills and dispositions
of effective principals is reviewed in subsequent sections.
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Bass (2006) provided research identifying inhibitors and motivations for seeking the
principalship by those currently enrolled in education administration graduate programs. Survey
data were collected from over 800 professionals across the United States. Bass identified
making a positive impact, professional challenge, and service as the primary motivators for
seeking principalships. Stress, time commitment, and accountability pressures were reported as
the main reasons for not seeking a principal position. Bass’s research offered recommendations
for students, programs, and districts to support the training of principals and noted that from a
personal frame, those entering principal preparation programs must understand the rewards as
well as the demands of the position. Training programs can support those in principal
preparation by providing opportunities to engage in real-life tasks rather than theory. School
districts can support principals by focusing the expectations and demands of the position on
student learning. Bass recommended that school districts should create relationships with
universities to recruit, train, and ultimately select quality aspiring educators for principal
positions. Bass’s research sought the background experience of those in his study. Participants
were asked about previous teaching experience: general level and other, although there was no
qualifier in Bass’s research regarding the previous experience of those surveyed. The participants
were currently enrolled in principal preparation programs. Of the 860 subjects in Bass’s
research, 40 had experience different than classroom teaching. Determining the candidates who
aspired to be principals and have a full understanding of the demands and rewards associated
with serving as a principal was supported by the research when linking principal effectiveness to
student learning. Bass’s research found no evidence for the use of prior classroom teaching
experience as a component to entering a principal preparation program.
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In a 2015 report by the University Council for Educational Administration, Anderson and
Reynolds reviewed the principal preparation program requirements and licensure policies in all
50 states and the District of Columbia. Anderson and Reynolds identified practices as either
high leverage or regulatory. High-leverage practices consisted of research-based practices and/or
practitioner experience associated with improved preparedness or effectiveness of practicing
principals (p. 17). High-leverage regulatory policy identifies practices with practical importance
or those maintaining a standard of quality (p. 17). Information was obtained through a review of
published state code, rules, and regulations as well as state boards of education websites.
Anderson and Reynolds collected data from August 2013 through April 2014, with a final check
the spring of 2015 to capture any changes made to state code (p. 18).
Anderson and Reynolds (2015) identified four high-leverage practices associated with
principal preparation. An explicit selection process was the first identified high-leverage
practice, and it included both targeted recruitment and the use of performance assessments.
Moving away from self-selection and the use of standardized tests such as the Graduate Record
Examination (GRE) support the work of Levine (2005). Anderson and Reynolds found
Tennessee to be the only state meeting both criteria for an explicit selection process.
Tennessee’s selection process for principal preparation states, “Approved instructional leadership
preparation programs will require that all candidate applicants hold a current teacher license,
have a minimum of 3 years of successful education work experience” (p. 21). There is no
requirement that experience must be in the classroom. A clinically rich internship is the second
high-leverage component of principal preparation programs. There are six components
identified for the clinical internship, and programs needed to include three of six to have met the
criteria. The six components for clinical internships are being deliberately structured, including
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integrated fieldwork, and engaging in core leadership responsibilities as well as having an expert
mentor as a supervisor, exposure to multiple sites/diverse populations, and 300 or more hours of
required field-based experience. Anderson and Reynolds defined clinically rich as “deliberately
structured to integrate the field experience with preparation program curricula, focused on
problem-based learning by engaging in core leadership practices” (p. 22). The third highleverage practice was university/district partnerships. All three components are needed to be
considered a high-leverage practice. The components are district commitment of internship
experience, district collaborates on selection, and alignment of the program with district needs.
The fourth high-leverage practice was program oversight (pp. 28-29). Each of the four
components was needed to be considered high leverage. The components are state review at set
intervals, documentation and site visits, oversight team has relevant experience and training, and
a feedback focus on improved practice.
Candidate licensure was identified by Anderson and Reynolds (2015) as a high-leverage
policy separate from principal preparation. Licensure policies must meet at least one of three
requirements to be determined high leverage (pp. 35-37). The criteria are three or more years of
teaching or related school experience, master’s degree in educational leadership or closely
related field, and completion of an accredited/approved preparation program. Anderson and
Reynolds cite the work of Young, Crow, Murphy, and Ogawa (2009), who found that knowledge
of instructional pedagogy was needed to be an instructional leader and to improve teaching and
learning. Forty-six states required school-based experience, with 23 states requiring that
experience at the classroom level. Twenty states included provisions for those outside of the
classroom, ranging from special services personal and librarians, utilizing the language “working
with students as a licensed professional” or “other relevant experience (p. 36).”
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Anderson and Reynolds (2015) identified regulatory policy program standards associated
with quality principal preparation programs. The first is adoption of leadership standards from a
nationally recognized organization, which was met by all 50 states. Assessment requirements
(pp. 38-39) included requirements for completion of assessments based on national or aligned
state standards and assessment includes (or is) a portfolio review. Anderson and Reynolds found
only one state used portfolios as the sole assessment, whereas 34 states utilized a national or state
test. The final regulatory policy is licensure renewal (pp. 39-41), which includes requirements
for renewal, with a distinction between license types and licensure requiring continuing
education activities.
Anderson and Reynolds (2015) concluded that states are less likely to mandate principal
preparation programs than licensure requirements. Regulatory policies were also found to be
legislated by states over the identified high-leverage practices that research associates with
principal preparation practices (p. 42). Experience requirements were most common in states; 13
required all three components of this high-leverage practice even though experience was cited in
Anderson and Reynolds as the least researched practice (p. 42). Tennessee and Illinois were
identified as the two states meeting criteria for each of the five high-leverage practices compared
to 46 states meeting criteria for either one or two high-leverage practices. Anderson and
Reynolds’s review of the State of Illinois principal preparation programs found 14 of 16 criteria
met. Of importance to the current study was the inclusion of educational professionals without
classroom teaching experience in the State of Illinois principal licensure practices heralded in the
Anderson and Reynolds study. The research included to identify high-leverage practices can be
found in the State of Illinois current principal licensure practice, which states “3+ years of
teaching or related school experiences” (p. 72). The research utilized by the State of Illinois to
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exclude educational professionals without classroom teaching experience does not match current
research or best practice suggested by the University Council for Educational Administration.

Principal Preparation

The training and preparation of school principals was the focus of the Wallace
Foundation study Preparing School Leaders for a Changing World by Darling-Hammond et al.
(2007). According to Darling-Hammond and colleagues, reports of principal shortages were
eclipsed not by number of candidates but by qualifications for conducting the work of the
principal, especially in high poverty urban areas (p. 9). The self-efficacy of potential candidates
to principal preparation programs is noted in the 2007 Wallace Foundation as essential to the
selection and training of future principals. As reported in this study, approximately 80% of
superintendents and 69% of principals reported training of school leaders was not relevant to
current demands of the position (p. 3). Research associated with the training, recruitment, and
selection of principals is provided in subsequent sections of this literature review.
The State of Illinois utilized the 2007 Wallace Foundation research as evidence that prior
classroom teaching experience was “an overall predictive feature of effective principal
preparation” (Illinois School Leader, 2010). Working from research highlighting the importance
of principals for supporting student achievement and the concern of a potential shortage of
qualified candidates for the principalship, Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) sought to answer three
research questions when reviewing innovative principal preparation programs: the impact this
level of training has on principal effectiveness, the qualities and designs of effective programs
from initial training to ongoing professional learning, and the role district and state policies have
on developing and funding quality principal preparation programs.
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To determine the programs included in this study, Darling-Hammond et al. (2007)
reviewed research, surveyed professional organizations, and utilized suggestions from experts in
the field. The initial list included 120 training programs, which were reduced to 13 pre-service
and 16 in-service programs. These initial 13 pre-service and 16 in-service programs were
selected based on the frequency of identification and reliability of the data sources, mainly the
ability to provide outcome data. Darling-Hammond et al. then gathered information on the
identified programs connected to their design, evidence of the effectiveness, materials, and selfevaluation process. Darling-Hammond et al. reviewed research on this group of programs and
sought effectiveness data on graduates serving as principals. From there, preparation programs
were contacted and program leaders were interviewed and asked for additional outcome data on
graduates. The final eight programs were selected as they represented both pre- and in-service
programs, had three years of graduate data, were led by a variety of institutions (district,
university, or third party) with variation among each (several were joint efforts between
universities and districts), and were offered in states across the country (p. 22). DarlingHammond et al. made no claim about the effectiveness of the selected eight programs. Instead
each served as an exemplar of the type of training program and was termed “exemplary”
throughout the Wallace Foundation report (p. 23). The eight programs used in DarlingHammond et al.’s study were a) Bank Street College, b) Delta State University, c) University of
Connecticut, d) University of San Diego, e) Hartford School District, f) Jefferson County (KY)
Public Schools, g) Region 1 in New York City, and h) San Diego City Schools (p. 3).
Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) sought information on the effectiveness of principals
who graduated from exemplary programs. The researchers interviewed training faculty,
observed courses and graduates of the programs, interviewed teachers working for principals
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who had attended the programs involved in their study, and reviewed achievement data of the
principals’ schools. Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected from each of the eight
exemplary programs to support analysis at the state level. As a comparison, a national sample
taken from members of the National Association of Elementary and Secondary School Principals
was gathered from states associated with the exemplary programs as well as states whose
policies were of interest to the researchers. Participants in the Darling-Hammond et al. study
were represented by a total of 1,086 principals: 661 from the national survey and 425 from
exemplary programs with similar representation from both pre- and in-service programs (p. 36).
A limitation noted by Darling-Hammond et al. was that of the 425 graduates, only 124
participants in exemplary programs were currently serving as principals and able to be included
in the analysis. The national comparison sample of principals and teachers was less
representative of urban areas or schools with a larger number of low-income or minority
students. Further limitations were cited, given the preponderance of self-reporting used in the
study. The researchers sought to minimize this through the use of interviews and observations.
The culminating study sought to identify characteristics of quality leadership programs
along with the skills principals possessed and the costs associated with such programs of study.
Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) found that graduates of exemplary pre-service programs, over
the national survey participants, reported better preparation for the expectations of the
principalship and ability to put effective practices in place and had a stronger sense of job
satisfaction. Graduates of exemplary programs reported a stronger emphasis on practice over
theory and greater opportunities for reflection and assessment of skill acquisition at the class and
internship levels. The exemplary training group also reported action research and problem-based
and field work experiences over traditional lectures as learning tools when compared to the
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comparison group. When asked to rate, on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very well), questions
related to perceptions of preparedness, graduates of exemplary programs rated their preparedness
significantly higher (p < .001) in all areas except for managing facilities and their maintenance.
Exemplary program in-service graduates reported increased professional learning opportunities
alongside their teachers as well as participation in a formalized mentoring program over the
national comparison. In each of the in-service exemplary programs, professional learning
opportunities differed; university coursework, coaching, and principal networks were all utilized
and rated as supportive of graduates’ effectiveness as principals. Exemplary in-service graduates
reported a stronger instructional leadership focus in their programs as well as increased
perceptions of impacting organizational and teacher improvements.
Darling-Hammond et al. included a comparison of teacher ratings of principal
effectiveness as part of the 2007 Wallace Foundation report. Teachers representing 19 schools in
which principals had participated in one of the eight exemplary programs survey data were
compared to a national sample. Those who participated in a “continuum” program received both
pre- and in-service training provided an additional analysis (p. 58). Questions from the 2000
Schools and Staffing Survey were utilized for this comparison. Principals who participated in
exemplary programs were rated higher at encouraging teacher professional development and
collaboration and the use of data to drive instruction by their teachers than the national teacher
group. Darling-Hammond et al. found continuum program graduates were rated highest in
working with teachers to problem-solve and support teachers in identifying and rectifying
instructional change.
The qualities and designs of exemplary principal preparation programs include alignment
with national leadership standards, financial support, a focus on leading instructional and school
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improvements, and utilization of faculty with firsthand knowledge and experience. DarlingHammond et al.’s (2007) research supports the use of cohort models and internships that match
students with experienced practitioners as positive training tools and as a means of future
networking for new principals. Exemplary programs were also found to strategically recruit,
seeking those with potential and experiences associated with leadership and including a wide
variety of educators. As an example from the Darling-Hammond et al. study, special education
teachers were twice as likely to be candidates in the exemplary programs over the national
sample (p. 65). As School Service Personnel were not listed as a choice under past experience, it
is not known whether these educators were recruited and/or enrolled in exemplary programs or
whether they included themselves as special education teachers when completing the survey.
To support the current research study, a review of the exemplary pre-service preparation
programs application processes was conducted. Of the five, only Delta State University required
classroom teaching experience. Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) found differences in district and
state policy related to principal preparation. They identified policies supportive of quality
principal preparation and found the use of standards and the assurance that all institutions
training principals adhere to them as a component of exemplary principal preparation programs.
Recruitment and selection of candidates were also impacted by policies at the district and state
levels through financial support. Recruitment as a means of accessing principal preparation was
cited as a positive district and state policy, replacing the traditional open or self-selection process
of applying to educational administration programs. States represented by the exemplary
programs created structures for ongoing professional learning and networking for principals.
Darling-Hammond et al. noted that none of the exemplary preparation programs had all of the
positive state and district policies.
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The State of Illinois used Darling-Hammond et al.’s (2007) Wallace Foundation
research to rationalize the inclusion of prior classroom teaching experience when
applying to principal preparation programs. The research conducted by DarlingHammond et al. does not support that decision, nor was it a focus of the researchers’
work. Evidence was provided by the exemplary training programs for purposeful
recruitment and selection of candidates to principal preparation programs. DarlingHammond et al. identified exemplary programs seeking talented and committed
educators with the capacity for leadership. They suggested actively recruiting such
educators through focused review of experience and evidence of effectiveness.
Exemplary programs were found to seek strong instructional leaders with diverse skills
and experiences. As previously noted, Darling-Hammond et al. stated the work
completed for the 2007 Wallace Foundation Study did not find a difference of candidates
in exemplary principal preparation programs from classroom or non-classroom teaching
backgrounds. The statement included in the 2010 FAQ document (Illinois School
Leader, 2010) referencing Darling-Hammond et al. as providing evidence of prior
classroom teaching experience as “an overall predictive feature of effective principal
preparation (p. 6),” is not supported by the evidence provided from the exemplary
preparation programs cited in their study.

Hiring Teachers
The State of Illinois utilized Baker and Cooper’s (2005) research as evidence that a
principal’s prior teaching experience leads to hiring teachers with “stronger academic
backgrounds” (Illinois School Leader, 2010). Baker and Cooper asserted that the employment of
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high-quality teachers coming into the field of education from rigorous programs of study
demonstrate increased student achievement results. Baker and Cooper sought to make a
connection between a principal’s educational background, specifically those from what the
authors call “selective universities,” and that of the teachers they employ. The study involved
schools with at least 100 teachers who participated in the 1993-1994 SASS, the most recent
version asking a principal’s undergraduate institution. To rate the standing of undergraduate
institutions, Baker and Cooper utilized Barron’s Profiles of American Colleges, which ranks
universities by level of competitiveness (p. 456). Logit analysis was used to review the variable
among the school, district, and principal characteristics (in which their undergraduate university
rating was a factor), along with the teachers’ undergraduate university selectivity rating (p. 457).
Baker and Cooper also factored in a school’s level of poverty. Baker and Cooper hypothesized
principals from competitive or highly selective undergraduate programs would hire teachers of
similar backgrounds and experiences. The study found that in high-poverty schools, principals
from selective undergraduate programs were 3.3 times more likely to hire teachers with similar
undergraduate education backgrounds (p. 468).
As stated in the 2010 FAQ document (Illinois School Leader, 2010), Baker and Cooper’s
(2005) research was highlighted as evidence that principals with instructional experience hire
teachers with strong academic backgrounds. The findings linked principals from highly selective
undergraduate programs with teachers from similar academic backgrounds. There were no
findings that linked a principal’s previous teaching experience to the hiring of academically
strong teachers. The use of these data by the State of Illinois does not support the inclusion of
prior classroom teaching experience as a condition for applying to a principal preparation
program.
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Leadership

The impact of principals on student achievement was noted in the 2010 FAQ document
the State of Illinois: “research shows that principal leadership ranks second only to teacher
effectiveness among school‐related factors that impact student performance” (Illinois School
Leader, 2010, p. 1). This statement is supported by the research of Leithwood and Riehl’s (2003)
publication, titled What We Know about Successful School Leadership. Their research found
that principals impact student achievement indirectly, contributing to 3% to 5% of student
learning. In a forward to the 2004 Wallace Foundation Learning for Leadership Project, How
Leadership Influences Student Learning (Leithwood et al., 2004), M. Christine DeVita, the
president of the Wallace Foundation, made the statement that leadership matters, second only to
teaching among school-related factors that impact student learning.
Leithwood et al. (2004) proposed two main objectives facing leaders: determining
appropriate direction and influencing members of the organization to move toward that direction.
In his 2005 review of research, Leithwood provided evidence for the identification of four core
leadership practices as “basic to successful leadership” (p. 11). These practices are a) setting
direction, b) developing people, c) developing the organization, and d) managing the
instructional program. Leithwood aligned core leadership practices with the transformational
leadership practices and cites the work of Bernard Bass in his review of research.
Bass (1999) defined transformational leaders as “moving the follower beyond immediate
self-interests through idealized influence, inspiration, intellectual stimulation, or individualized
consideration” (p. 11). Bass further identified the role of the leader set the vision of the
organization, communicating the means by which it will be achieved, modeling high standards,
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and working as an example to achieve the organization’s goals. In reviewing the work of Burns,
Bass, Avolio, and Leithwood, Stewart (2006) described the impact of early research that supports
transformational leadership theory in educational settings. James MacGregor Burns is credited
by Stewart as “setting the stage for the evolution of the concept of transformational leadership”
(p. 8). Burns sought to define leaders through their ability to successfully navigate social
change. Burns argued that the view of power as leadership is ineffective. The role of power,
according to Burns, is to influence, “inducing followers to act for certain goals that represent the
values, motivations; the wants and needs, aspirations and expectations of both the leader and
followers (Burns, 1978, p. 19). Transformational leadership, according to Burns, involves
individuals supporting one another; changing and adapting, working toward a common goal.
Through transformational leadership, leaders and their followers are transformed, in which all
members of the organization have increased level of commitment and ability to meet their
targeted goals.
Bass and Avolio (1994) responded to Burns’s lack of empirical evidence in defining
transformational leadership through their studies utilizing the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ). In developing the MLQ, Bass and Avolio worked to identify statements
associated with transformational and transactional leadership. The original research resulted in a
questionnaire that includes 141 statements administered to U.S. Army officers. Each was asked
to rate his superior officer on a scale from 0 (not observed) to 4 (behavior observed frequently).
From their research, Bass and Avolio identified four components of transformational leadership:
a) idealized influence: transformational leaders serve as role models, where they set a clear
vision that others want to follow and achieve; b) inspirational motivation: transformational
leaders motivate, challenge, and create enthusiasm; c) intellectual stimulation: transformational
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leaders seek new ways of doing things; they stimulate creativity; and d) individualized
consideration: transformational leaders develop others through support and encouragement.
Stewart (2006) cited the work of Kenneth Leithwood as “bridging” the work of Burns,
Bass, and Avolio with educational leadership (p. 15). Leithwood, Begley, and Cousins (1994)
defined the purpose of transformational leadership as “the enhancement of the individual and
collective problem-solving capacities of organizational members” (as cited in Stewart, 2006, p.
15). Seven dimensions of leadership were identified: a) establishing school vision and goals, b)
intellectual stimulation, c) individual support, d) modeling best practice and organizational
values, e) high performance expectations, f) a productive school culture, and g) structures to
foster participation in school decisions. The leadership practices identified by Leithwood (2005),
are the vehicle through which transformational leaders complete their work. A review of the
research conducted to support Leithwood’s model of transformational leadership is provided
here.
Citing the work of Hallinger and Heck (1999), Stewart (2006) differentiated
transformational from instructional leadership by examining how leaders improve teaching and
learning. Instructional leaders focus on curriculum, instruction, goals, and the school
environment, whereas transformational leaders seek to support change through improving the
conditions of the schools and those who support it. Instructional leaders focused on educational
outcomes—supporting the teacher in his/her efforts with students. In identifying these core
practices, Leithwood (2005) reviewed both instructional and transformational models of
leadership. Instructional leadership, as defined by Leithwood, found school leaders moving
away from management responsibility and focusing on teaching and learning. Leithwood cited
the work of Hallinger (2003) to fully conceptualize the construct of instructional leadership
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model. Hallinger provided three broad areas of practice in his conceptualization of instructional
leadership: a) defining the school’s mission, b) managing the instructional program, and c)
promoting a positive school learning climate (p. 332).
Referencing the restructuring movement of the 1990s, Leithwood and Poplin (1992)
identified a different set of leadership skills as necessary, given changes in expectations for
educators and student learning. As stated by Leithwood and Poplin, few studies of
transformational leadership in the education setting were available for review. In subsequent
years, a series of research studies were conducted to determine the impact of transformational
leadership within school settings. What follows is a brief description of each.
Leithwood and Jantzi (1990) researched the cultures of schools in Canada. They focused
on principals of 12 schools with demonstrated improvement over a three-year period. In
analyzing responses from the principals, Leithwood and Jantzi found commonalities in each
leader’s use of collaboration as a means to strengthen the school culture; foster staff
development; provide frequent and direct communication as well as shared responsibility and use
of rituals to demonstrate the value to the school culture (p. 22). Leithwood and Jantzi concluded
their study with a statement describing their definition of leadership given the expectations to
meet a standard of performance: a) school leaders are necessary to restructuring efforts, b)
restructuring is possible without additional funding or resources, and c) the actions of the school
leaders to meet the expectations of restructuring are representative of a form of leadership
labeled as transformational (p. 35).
Leithwood and Jantzi (1995) gathered teachers’ perceptions regarding their principals’
transformational leadership practices. The research conducted in Canada over a five-year period
included survey data from approximately 1,500 teachers. Teachers were asked to rate their
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principals on six leadership dimensions: identifying and articulating a vision, fostering the
acceptance of group goals, providing individual support, providing intellectual stimulation,
serving as an exemplary model, and demonstrating expectations for high performance (p. 1).
Outcomes of this research found leaders who “were seen doing good work on behalf of their
school” as the strongest leadership dimension positively impacting teacher perception (p. 23).
Teachers reported school mission, vision, and goals as the strongest leadership variable. Given
that Leithwood and Jantzi identified background information on principals’ age, sex, and years
of past experience, they concluded what principals do, and not who they are, matters.
Leithwood and Jantzi (2000) conducted a study to determine the impact of
transformational leadership on schools’ organizational conditions and student engagement. This
study, conducted in eastern Canada, included 1,700 staff and approximately 10,000 students of
schools slated for improvement through either the district or government. Teachers reported
significant relationships between transformational leadership domains related to organizational
conditions such as purpose and goals, culture, planning, structure, and organization (p. 17).
Leithwood (2005) claimed an emphasis of transformational leadership is “fostering of
capacity development and higher levels of personal commitment” (p. 10). Through the research
referenced in the preceding paragraphs, Leithwood provided evidence to support his model of
transformational school leadership. Leithwood identified four broad categories of practice, along
with specific sets of behaviors or skills that will serve as the theoretical framework for the
current study. Termed “core leadership practices,” the following represent the essential skills
and dispositions necessary for effective principals, and will serve as the conceptual framework
for this research study (p. 56). Continually reflecting on the essential, yet basic, nature of
Leithwood’s core school leadership practices is critical. The needs of the students, building, and
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community should dictate how the practices are utilized, as well as additional skills a principal
will require ensuring ongoing achievement. In Making Schools Smarter: Leading with Evidence,
Leithwood, Aitken, and Jantzi (2006) provided additional evidence of the impact of core
leadership practices. Their School Leadership and Management survey was used to validate the
impact of core leadership practices in school settings.
In a 2010 Wallace Foundation study, Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, and Anderson
provided additional insights into the impact of core leadership practices on student achievement.
Louis et al.’s work represents a six-year study focused on leadership at the building, district, and
state levels. Nine states, 43 separate school districts, and 180 elementary through high schools
are represented in their study. Over 8,000 teachers and 450 school administrators were surveyed.
Interviews were conducted with over 580 teachers and administrators, 300 district-level staff,
and 120 state educational leaders. Approximately 320 classroom observations were conducted
of the surveyed teachers. Of the represented schools, student state achievement data were
gathered in the areas of literacy and mathematics. Louis et al.2010 utilized multiple methods in
their study, resulting in their ability to “identify trends quantitatively while investigating them
qualitatively” (p. 12). Teachers from high-performing schools reported the importance of strong
school communities, ones where collaboration among all stakeholders, including parents, is
established by the building principal. Louis et al. found higher standardized math test results
when principals had established shared leadership and high levels of trust. They found principals
who provided professional learning on best instructional practice, along with the creation of a
positive work environment, led more directly to improved teacher effectiveness and student
achievement.
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The research described above represents information from a representative sample of the
United States. Data were gathered on district size (large, medium, and small), level (elementary,
middle, or high school), poverty, and diversity (high, medium, and low) (p. 316). Principals
were asked questions related to their years of experience as a principal, years at the current
school, and gender. The researchers did not ask for professional experience prior to becoming a
principal. Of interest to this research study is the effectiveness of school leaders with previous
experience outside of classroom teaching. When contacted, Leithwood confirmed that data on
building leaders’ previous certification or licensure were not gathered as part of his research
(Leithwood, personal communication, 2014). According to Leithwood, previous studies have
sought to determine principal effectiveness among those with previous experience in teaching as
well as those from outside of the field of education, such as business. In responding to the
rationale for this research study, Leithwood noted the interest of determining the potential
effectiveness of educational professionals whose experiences placed them “close enough to good
instruction to behave as an instructional leader” (Leithwood, personal communication). The
research Leithwood provides for the inclusion of each core leadership practice follows.

Core Leadership Practices

Setting Direction

Leithwood and Riehl (2003) identified setting direction as a core leadership practice of
setting and inspiring a vision as well as the goals to achieve it. Principal behaviors and skills
associated with this practice are a) identifying and articulating a vision, b) ensuring shared
understanding of goals and vision for all stakeholders, and c) creating high performance
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expectations. Leithwood and Riehl provided Hallinger and Heck’s (1996) review of over 15
years of research to further support setting direction as a core leadership practice. Hallinger and
Heck found that principals’ focus on student learning demonstrated their influence on “internal
school processes” (p. 38), including school vision and goals, teacher expectations, school culture,
and facets of school instructional organization (p. 39). Hallinger and Heck found leaders achieve
their goals through the collective efforts of all stakeholders and these collective efforts provide
meaning and support success of targeted goals (p. 38).
Hallinger (2011) found that leaders influence learning through the establishment of a
“learning focus” (p. 130). Hallinger’s research continued to focus on leaders’ influence in the
creation of targeted, learning-focused visions and the goals to achieve them. Hallinger defined
vision as the broad direction set by the school to reach goals or targets needing to be achieved (p.
129). Effective leaders’ influence is indirect: They lead through a learning focus and support all
stakeholders to achieve targeted goals. Witziers, Bosker, and Kruger’s (2003) research further
demonstrated the indirect impact of principals on student achievement: leadership skills craft
positive school culture, which impacts teacher behavior and, ultimately, supports instruction.
Leadership leads to student achievement.
Leithwood and Riehl (2003) credited Bandura’s (2001) social cognitive theory as
evidence of the power of setting directions and goals. Bandura asserted that the setting of goals
serves as “powerful motivators of action” (p. 8). To fully connect with goals, the goals should be
challenging and of interest to those developing them. Bandura suggested that the setting of
goals, along with the necessary structures to successfully move toward completion, engages
organizations and provides the necessary momentum for success. Leithwood and Riehl provided
the research of Bandura as rationale for the inclusion of setting direction as a core leadership
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practice to ensure each individual staff member as well as the collective school community work
toward a focused vision on student achievement.

Developing People

Leithwood and Riehl (2003) identified principal behaviors and skills associated with this
practice as a) providing intellectual stimulation, b) offering individualized support, and c)
modeling desirable professional practices and values (p. 6). Leithwood (2005) stated that
“emotional intelligence” (p. 12) impacts a leader’s ability to lead. Goleman, Boyatzis, and
McKee’s (2001) research was cited by Leithwood and Riehl in support of developing people as a
core leadership practice. Goleman et al. connected brain research to developing leadership
through the construct of open- versus closed-loop systems. An open-loop system suggests that
mood is impacted by those around us. Goleman et al. cited past scientific research measuring
heart rates of couples engaged in a positive conversation. Goleman et al.’s work sought to
describe the transmission of emotions between people. To support the emotional well-being of
the people they lead, Goleman et al. suggested the following strategies: develop self-awareness
to understand how your actions are impacting others, develop self-management of your emotions
to ensure actions are reliable, become socially aware by demonstrating a genuine sense of caring
for the feelings and needs of those you lead, and manage relationships through focused and
ongoing communication with a focus on sharing enthusiasm for your work and swift problem
resolution (p. 7).
The development of people is seen through Hallinger’s (2011) work as a means to
increase the capacity of the learning within a school. Hallinger referenced the work of Robinson,
Lloyd, and Rowe (2008) and the meta-analysis that was conducted to determine the effect size
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contributed by the principals’ support of the professional learning of their staff (p. 657).
Robinson et al.’s meta-analysis focused on relationships between school leadership and student
outcomes in both academic and nonacademic areas. School leaders included building principals,
superintendents, and teachers as well as a combination of leaders within a school. The research
sought to answer two questions. The first was the impact of leadership theory. Three separate
leadership theory types were found through the review of research: transformational,
instructional, and other. The other represented those studies in which no single theory, but rather
several, were components of the research. Robinson et al. reported mean effect size estimates of
.11 for transformational, .42 for instructional, and .30 for other, or combined leadership theories
(p. 657). Robinson et al. cautioned against the generalization of links between leadership theory
and student outcomes.
Robinson et al. suggested that leadership practices provide a stronger “guide to impact on
student outcomes” (p. 658), and this frames their second research question. The authors utilized
survey questions and identified leadership constructs from 12 studies in their meta-analysis of
their second research question. They categorized five leadership dimensions from the 12 studies
reviewed. In relation to impact on student achievement, Robinson et al. found that the largest
effect size was associated with “promoting and participating in teacher learning and
development” (p. 667). They argued that the determination of leadership practice is dependent
on the needs of the school; however, determining what dimension is needed for each school was
outside of the scope of their study. The findings support that “a school’s leadership is likely to
have a more positive impact on student achievement and well-being when able to focus on
quality learning, teaching, and teacher learning” (p. 668).
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Hallinger’s (2011) work highlighted leadership as the means to build capacity for
improvement both through focused goals on learning and the development of teachers (p. 137).
Leithwood and Riehl (2003) included developing people as a core leadership practice of building
capacity of all to meet the established goals or direction of the organization.

Developing the Organization

Leithwood and Riehl (2003) identified developing the organization as a core leadership
practice in which principals work with the “internal processes and external relationships” (p. 4)
to support the growth of the organization. Principal skills and behaviors associated with this
practice are a) strengthening school culture, b) creating structures to foster participation in school
decisions, and c) creating productive community relationships (p. 7). Leithwood and Jantzi
(1990, 1995, 2000) provided research to support the inclusion of organizational structures as a
component of core leadership practices. Anderson (1998) developed a framework to support the
utilization of authentic participation in school settings. Anderson’s framework included
constructs at both the micro-political (local) and macro-political (greater society) levels. At the
local level, Anderson suggested the need for broad inclusion, relevant participation, and
authentic processes. For the greater society, Anderson’s framework focused on coherence
between the level of support from external factions, given the targeted goal and broader
structural inequities that may exist, such as socioeconomic status. Anderson stated that in schools
the “potential for participation is most fully realized when the commitments and energies of
democratic leaders are directed in concert with courageous followers toward the elimination of
institutional and psychological barriers to authentic forms of democratic participation” (p. 594).
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Silins, Zarins, and Mulford (1998) provided seven characteristics of learning. As
connected to Leithwood’s (2005) core leadership practices, Silins et al. found it necessary for
learning organizations to develop shared goals and to actively reflect and review the influences
of their work. These practices support the need to respond to the changing needs of the school.
Continuous professional development is a hallmark of learning organizations, along with the
establishment of collaborative teaching environments. Additional characteristics are the
encouragement of risk taking and initiative as well as recognizing efforts of members of the
learning organization. Silins et al. contended that “the philosophy of a learning organization
must be that learning is a way of working just as it is a way of living” (p. 8). Leithwood and
Riehl (2003) included developing the organization as a core leadership practice as a vehicle for
arranging the school community to support both individual and collective strengths to ensure
success toward established goals.

Managing the Instructional Program

Leithwood (2005) distinguished the movement from managerial responsibilities as a
principal’s primary responsibility to instruction as the focus of the instructional leadership
model. Principals’ behaviors and skills associated with managing the instructional program are
a) planning and supervising instruction (staffing), b) providing instructional (teaching and
learning) support, c) monitoring the school’s progress, and d) buffering staff from distractions to
their work. Leithwood et al. (2006) stated that leadership can best be influenced through
successful execution of managerial activities.
Leithwood (2005) looked to management theory to support managing the instructional
program as a core school leadership practice. Leithwood defined management as doing things
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right and leadership as doing the right things. Leithwood et al. (2004) cite the work of Yukl
(1995) as the rationale for the inclusion of managing the instructional program as a core
leadership practice. An understanding of management, according to Leithwood, supports the
creation of a functioning system. Recognizing the context within the situation the school leader
is presented is essential to determining the core leadership practice best suited to effectively lead.
Leithwood et al.’s (2004) focus on leadership practices versus theory provides a framework from
which principals can respond given each unique situation before them. The focus on leadership
practices versus theory acknowledges the power of theory along with the reality that situations
will dictate which core leadership practice a principal will choose.
Yukl (1982) provided a bridge from business management research to the role of
the school principal. Yukl found similarities between the leadership expectations for
managers in business and those of school principals. Yukl recognized the situational
nature of effective leadership decisions, given the need to make multiple decisions in an
efficient manner. Yukl (1995) developed the multi-linkage model to represent aspects of
effective leadership research, while taking into account variables that impact managers’
decision making. Yukl categorized the variables along with the leadership behaviors to
support each, as an aspect of leadership: role clarity, subordinate effort, and ability as the
individual intervening variables, and clarifying, delegating, developing, recognizing, and
supporting as the leadership behaviors. Work organization, teamwork, resources for
doing the work, and external conditions were found by Yukl as group intervening
variables, whereas planning, problem solving, monitoring, and team building were
corresponding leadership behaviors (p. 362).
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Yukl (1995) found that leaders utilize situational variables such as task at hand,
worker characteristics, and external pressure/environment to determine the influence on
the intervening variable. Leaders’ selection of an effective leadership behavior was
found by Yukl to be based on a review of both individual and group intervening
variables. Yukl identified 14 leadership behaviors that support effective management:
planning and organization, problem solving, monitoring, networking, informing,
clarifying, motivating and inspiring, conflict management/team building, supporting,
consulting, recognizing, developing, rewarding, and delegating (p. 366).
In their 1999 replication study, Leithwood and Jantzi found that school conditions of
purpose, culture, planning, structure, and organization and information collection were positively
correlated to a measure of student engagement (p. 465). In their 2008 work, Leithwood and
Jantzi identified the following as the hallmarks of managing the instructional program: creating
the infrastructure, structures, and routines necessary to support the teaching and learning of staff
and students. Leithwood (2005) includes managing the instructional program as a core
leadership practice to ensure all stakeholders have the necessary tools to work toward successful
completion of targeted goals.
The Wallace Foundation (2013) report, The School Principal as Leader: Guiding Schools
to Better Teaching and Learning, outlined and defined five practices that effective principals do
well, citing Leithwood et al.’s (2004) Review of Research: How Leadership Influences Student
Learning. The five practices identified in the 2013 Wallace report are a) shaping a vision of
academic success for all students, b) creating a climate hospitable to education, c) cultivating
leadership in others, d) improving instruction, and e) managing people, data, and processes to
foster school improvement. As identified, the factors of principal effectiveness are interrelated
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and dependent on one another. Evidence of Leithwood’s (2005) core leadership practices as the
essential tools of principals are embedded throughout the 2013 Wallace Foundation report.
The 2013 Wallace Foundation report also found principals require five to seven years to
demonstrate effective results in school settings. However, additional research by Louis et al.
(2010) found that the average number of years principals remain in a building is 3.6 years. This
research further connected the loss of a building principal with decreases in student achievement.
Louis et al. maintained that efforts to improve school leadership – including quality training
connected to research highlighting principal effectiveness, strategic recruitment, selection and
ongoing support to principals – would decrease turnover and ultimately decrease its negative
impact on students.

Recruitment and Retention of Principals

The quality of traditional principal preparation programs was reviewed in both DarlingHammond et al.’s (2007) and Levine’s (2005) work. Historically, principal preparation programs
operate on an admission versus a selection process, an issue that has been noted by the American
Association of School Administrators dating back to the 1960s (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth,
2008). State certification and licensing requirements vary in many areas, as was noted in the
2013 report by Briggs, Cheney, Davis, and Moll for the Alliance to Reform Education
Leadership (AREL). Their data found that most states utilize some set of standards as a metric
for determining principal effectiveness. Of those states using standards, half include a focus on
recruiting, selecting, developing principals, assessing teachers, developing a positive school
culture, or focusing on data-driven instruction. Briggs et al.’s data found 978 principal
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preparation programs across the United States, but only six collected outcome data or required
effectiveness data to renew principal licensure.
Browne-Ferrigno and Shoho (2002) reviewed the admission and state credentialing
processes for candidates in educational administration programs through the lens of reforming
educational administration preparation. Two thirds of states require an administration
certification or license, a graduate degree and completion of an approved program, and two to
five years of full-time teaching or work in schools (p. 7) of potential candidates. Additional
requirements included professional examinations with set criteria for passing and internship
experiences. Browne-Ferrigno and Shoho found an overreliance on admission criteria not
reflective in the research associated with qualities connected to effective building principals; the
process of admissions versus selection of candidates dominated their findings.
Creighton and Jones (2001) studied admission requirements of 450 leadership preparation
programs within the United States. Their research found past academic grades and GRE results,
a standardized test utilized predominately for admittance to graduate programs and business
schools (Educational Testing Service, 2014), to be the primary determinants for admission to
principal preparation programs. Creighton and Jones found the qualifying score used by districts
to vary significantly among training programs and potential for bias with overreliance on GRE
scores. Creighton and Jones’s review also found 60% of leadership preparation programs did not
require teaching credentials or experience. In states requiring minimum years of teaching prior
to gaining certification as an administrator, 60% of training programs allowed students to finish
their graduate degree prior to meeting the minimum requirement. Creighton and Jones found
that principal preparation students “with only a year or two of teaching experience lack the firsthand knowledge and understanding of the school setting, students, teachers, administration, and
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instruction to make sense of their learning” (p. 24). A further concern was the completion of
principal preparation programs early in an educator’s career that may not be utilized for many
years, rendering their learning outdated and potentially limiting their effectiveness. BrowneFerrigno and Muth (2008) found that approximately 50% of certified or licensed administrators
never served as a school administrator.
Creighton and Shipman (2002) surveyed principal preparation faculty to gather insights
into student quality characteristics. Of the 20 indicators provided regarding student quality, the
highest five were associated with the ability to synthesize, analyze, and think critically.
Classroom teaching experience was rated by faculty as 10 out of 20, and the GRE as the least
important indicator of student quality. Kraus and Cordeiro’s (1995) study utilized information
from 25 administrators. As assistant principals and principals, the 25 reported that their training
programs did not adequately prepare them for the workload, demands, and politics associated
with their administrative role. Prior experience—both in and outside of the educational setting,
such as prior administrative and life experience, and committee work—was reported as
supportive of the participants’ preparation for principalship. Kraus and Cordeiro recommended
selection processes that “value the varied experiences and non-traditional backgrounds of
program applicants” (p. 25). Browne-Ferrigno and Muth (2008) suggested the need to seek
alternate qualifications of principal preparation candidates to fuller implement recruitment and
selection changes. They recommended seeking principal preparation candidate information
centered on motivation for training (leadership versus advancement on the salary schedule),
commitment to school leadership, level of experience with leadership, and commitment to shift
from leader of children to leader of adults.
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In 2003, the Broad Foundation, in association with the Thomas B. Fordham Institute,
published Better Leaders for America’s Schools: A Manifesto (hereafter, Manifesto).
Information contained within the Manifesto provided insights on how to establish effective
leaders for public schools. To support the changing needs of building leaders, this document
suggest widespread changes to recruiting and selecting principals. The 2003 Manifesto
suggested recruiting candidates based on known essential skills and/or characteristics of effective
principals. The report recommended that districts use their knowledge of a school’s needs to
direct the selection of principals. “It’s the character that matters, not the credentials” (Thomas B.
Fordham Institute, p. 29) is a statement used to emphasize the need to move away from state
credentialing toward providing districts and individual buildings with more freedom to determine
the knowledge set their building leaders must possess to support teacher and student learning.
The number of certified candidates was not deemed as the issue; however, the quality of those
holding the certification was. As noted in the Manifesto, data were gathered through the
National Center for Educational Information (NCEI). In the State of Illinois, from 1998 to 2002,
an average of 1,318 administrative certificates were awarded each year, compared with 3,000
principalships throughout the state. One survey found that approximately one third of the
superintendents were unsatisfied with their principal’s ability to conduct key responsibilities,
such as effective budgeting, managing work of the building, and effectively problem solving
difficult decisions. Over half reported having very limited choices in the candidates for open
principal positions, stating “we take what you get” (p. 16). Certification does not equate with
the skills and qualities being sought for principal positions (Manifesto). Using an analogy
provided from the private sector: “Expand the pool of potential school leaders…it is not
necessary for the CEO of Bristol-Meyer to be a chemist” (p. 24).
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Research through the Southern Regional Education Board (2004) suggested a dual
licensure process for principals. The initial licensure would acknowledge the basic skills and
knowledge associated with principalship. This would be awarded to candidates with an education
background and certification. A professional license would be awarded only after candidates
demonstrated a set of identified leadership skills and would be available to those coming from
fields of study outside of education. Included in those identified skills would be improved
instruction and student achievement (p.14).
In Lacking Leaders: The Challenge of Principal Recruitment, Selection and Placement,
Doyle and Locke (2014) advocated for the use of performance measures for candidates and
current principals as a means to strengthen recruitment, selection, and retention of effective
school leaders. The Fordham Institute’s 2003 Manifesto is referenced in a forward by Chester
Finn. Finn noted that little progress had been made in the recruitment and selection of principals
in the 10 years between the two reports. Issues still noted by Finn included a continued focus on
certification and traditional education leadership programs as well as the lack of quality research
connected to principal effectiveness.
In Lacking Leaders, five urban school districts located across the United States were
studied. Their location and names were kept anonymous. Districts had fewer than 50 to over
200 schools, all with percentages of students eligible for free or reduced lunch at 64% to 80%.
Data collected regarding recruitment and selection of principals were gathered through interview
and survey of district administrators and newly hired principals along with candidates who had
applied for principalships within a one year period. Doyle and Locke (2014) reported
advancements in the practices utilized in the selection and recruitment of principals, but evidence
from their study did not support the study participants’ claims. Limited resources were applied
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to expand recruitment efforts in the schools Doyle and Locke studied, as most newly selected
principals had been employees of the district. Decisions on the new principals’ assignments to
the schools were found to be random, that is not matching a candidate’s skills to the identified
needs of a school. Additionally, although the studied schools’ criteria for selecting candidates
were based in research, schools required candidates to provide limited evidence of their ability to
effectively perform the skill. A review of the number of applicants from within and outside of
the studied districts found approximately twice as many applicants from outside the district.
Hiring decisions, however, were twice as likely to support applicants currently working within
the district. Recommended changes made by the Lacking Leaders study include districts
creating systemic recruitment processes. Strategic efforts are suggested to support successful
identification, recruitment, selection and retention of principals. The report suggests “casting a
wide net” (p. 5), as effective corporate executives often have the same leadership skills sought
for principals. Doyle and Locke utilized information from the 2002 SASS, which reported 10%
of the surveyed principals had no classroom teaching experience (p. 16). One district highlighted
in the Lacking Leaders study found that principals who originated from outside of education
“tended to be more effective and stay with the district longer” (16). Doyle and Locke conclude
the Lacking Leaders study with recommendations for recruiting principal candidates. Doyle and
Locke suggested that if principals are being evaluated on evidence of implementation of
effective leadership practices, the field of applicants into principal preparation programs should
be widened, allowing for candidates who demonstrate a capacity for leadership.
The State of Illinois’s updated principal preparation programs now include an assessment
component that all candidates must successfully meet prior to graduation (Preparation and
Evaluation, n.d.). The rubric utilized to assess successful completion of the principal preparation
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experience is based on the 2001 work of Bottoms and O’Neill for the Southern Regional
Education Board. In their work titled Preparing a New Breed of School Principals: It’s Time for
Action, Bottoms and O’Neill sought to determine what skills principals need to effectively ensure
ongoing student achievement. Determining the preparation and development of principals was
also a component of this work. Their study included a review of literature on effective school
improvement strategies that increased student achievement in “low performing” schools. This
resulted in a list of 13 skills identified as necessary for school leaders. A focus group of 15
exemplary school leaders was used to gain insight into the efforts to successfully increase
achievement in their “low performing schools with diverse student populations (p. 8).”
Suggestions from this group included professional certification based on performance as well as
changing and providing alternatives to traditional education leadership programs and ongoing
professional learning connected to school improvement as a condition of certification
maintenance (p. 17).
Utilizing information from principals who have demonstrated leadership resulting in
positive student growth, Bottoms and O’Neill (2001) identified thirteen indicators critical to a
principal’s success. The indicators included a) creating a mission focused on student
achievement, b) setting high learning expectations for all students, c) recognizing and ensuring
the implementation of instructional strategies linked to student achievement, d) developing a
strong school culture, e) using appropriate data to make improvements, f) communicating openly
and effectively about student achievement with all stakeholders, g) creating partnerships with
parents, h) understanding and facilitating change, i) developing effective professional
development activities based on an understanding of adult learning, j) efficiently managing time,
k) utilizing resources effectively, l) soliciting support from all stakeholders to meet school
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improvement goals, and m) continually learning. Bottoms and O’Neill found that successful
principals were identified early in their careers and supported toward leadership positions. The
authors suggested the need to actively seek potential candidates that “demonstrate knowledge of
curriculum and instruction” and to “open the educational leadership certification process to more
educators with a proven record of success” (p. 18). At no point is prior classroom teaching
experience provided as the vehicle to obtain that level of knowledge. Bottoms and O’Neill
outlined a tiered certification system in which evidence of effective leadership serves as the steps
toward certification.
Evidence of Leithwood’s (2005) core leadership practices are found within the critical
success indicators outlined by Bottoms and O’Neill now being used by the State of Illinois to
assess graduates of principal preparation programs. Setting direction supports the creation of
mission and vision focused on student achievement. Developing people ensures all members of
the school community are learning through effective professional development connected to
effective instructional strategies. Developing the organization supports the creation of a
supportive and strong school culture and community in which all stakeholders assume
responsibility for student success. Managing the instructional program ensures leaders are using
all resources effectively and efficiently and ensuring the instructional day is maximized.

Conclusion

Leithwood et al. (2004) cited building principals as essential, second only to classroom
instruction, when considering school level contributions of student achievement. Providing
schools with leaders who possess the skills of effective leadership is essential. Supporting that
process is the recruitment, training, and selection of effective school leaders. Research by
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Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) highlighted the reform efforts associated with the training of
principals. Given the research associated with the best practices in recruitment, selection, and
training of principals, the practice of limiting the pool to those with prior classroom teaching
experience is questioned. This research study seeks to determine the value those charged with
the hiring of principals’ place on evidence of core leadership practices, as outlined by Leithwood
(2005), and prior classroom teaching experience when selecting candidates for principalship
positions. An additional goal of this study is determining whether those responsible for the
hiring of principals are willing to consider educational professionals with no prior classroom
teaching experience as viable candidates.
Chapter 3 of this study provides a complete description of the methodology and
procedures utilized. Chapter 4 presents the findings, and Chapter 5 presents the conclusions,
limitations, and implications of this study.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Overview

The goal of this proposed study was to determine what those responsible for the hiring of
principals’ view as most critical when reviewing applicants: evidence of core leadership
practices or prior classroom teaching experience. The findings of this study added to current
research on the selection of building principals. The results of this study may potentially assist
with the selection of candidates for principal preparation programs, specifically the inclusion of
educational professionals without prior classroom teaching experience.

Research Design

This study was cross-sectional in nature as data were collected at one point in time. In
addition, participants self-reported their perceptions of various items, no archival or
observational data were collected. The majority of items in the study were quantitative survey
items, however there were a few open-ended questions that were more qualitative in nature.
The qualitative questions were designed to elicit more specific and personal feedback about
why a participant may have chosen a particular quantitative answer on one of the prior survey
questions. Participants are asked to complete an online survey to assess their willingness to
hire a candidate as a principal, given the variables of prior classroom teaching experience and
evidence of core leadership practices as defined by Leithwood (2005). The independent
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variables (IVs) of this study were core leadership practices, as defined by Leithwood, and
prior classroom teaching experience. The dependent variable (DV) of this study was
willingness to hire.

Procedure

After Northern Illinois University’s Internal Review Board determined this study to be
exempt, a series of e-mails were sent to educational professionals responsible for hiring building
principals throughout the state of Illinois. This group included, but was not limited to educational
professionals at the district and building level such as superintendents, assistant superintendents,
human resource directors, deans, department chairs, principals and assistant principals.
Participants were sought from unified or unit public school districts that are members of the
Large Unit District Association (LUDA). Large unit school districts were selected as they
represent all levels of public education across the State of Illinois. LUDA has 53 unit districts in
Illinois, representing approximately half of the students across the state (Large Unit District
Association, 2015). Email addresses for all district and building administrators were collected.
This information was obtained through each of the 53 LUDA districts websites. A total of 3209
emails were collected through LUDA district websites. E-mail addresses were put into Qualtrics
and a series of e-mail blasts including the survey link were set up. Three e-mails were sent to all
e-mail addresses at two-week intervals. The first e-mail was an initial introductory e-mail that
included the survey link (See Appendix B). Several emails were eliminated or undeliverable as
they were duplicates or the survey was unable to be delivered due to district technology
(firewall) or policy (permission must be granted prior to sending survey to district employees). A
reminder email was sent two weeks after the initial request. Approximately one week after the
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reminder email was sent, the survey was closed to participation. In total, 776 participants
attempted to complete the survey, however many was excluded because they did not affirm the
following statement: Do you have a role in the hiring or supervision of school principals? This
may include but is not limited to, the recruitment, interviewing, final selection of candidates, and
supervision of principals.
After excluding participants who answered “no” to the above question, a total of 284
participants started the survey.

Participants

There were a total of 284 participants in the study. Participants had a minimum of seven
years of experience and a maximum of 41 years of experience in the field of education. The
average number of years of experience in the field was 21.58 (s.d. 7.3). Roles of participants
included: superintendent, district level administrator, human resources administrator,
principal/assistant principal or other. Please see Table 1 for the specific breakdown of
participant roles. Participants were also asked “How many years have you been in a role where
you are responsible or partially responsible for hiring principals?” Answers ranged from less
than one year to 35 years, with an average of 6.94 (s.d. 5.22) years. Of this sample, 120 people
had never considered hiring a School Service Personnel person for a principalship, 59 had
considered it, and 71 peopled did not answer this question. Furthermore, participants were asked,
“In your opinion, are school service personnel (i.e. School Psychologist, Social Worker,
Counselor, Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse), qualified to be building principals?”
Of the participants who answered that question, 54 people said “No” and 123 said “Yes.”
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Table 1
Role of Study Participants
Administrative Role

Percentage of Participants

Superintendent

8.22%

District level Administrator

40.64%

Human Resource Administrator

7.31%

Principal/Assistant Principal

31.96%

Other

11.87%

Participants were also asked the position they held prior to entering administration. A
total of 182 responses were collected and the percentage of participants in each of the four
provided categories is provided in the table below:
Table 2
Positions Held Prior to Administration
Prior Experience

Percentage of Participants

Classroom Teaching

86.81%

School Service Personnel

7.14%

Field Outside of Education

2.75%

Other

3.30%
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Measures

In Making Schools Smarter: Leading with Evidence, Leithwood et al. (2006) utilized their
School Leadership and Management survey to validate the impact of core leadership practices in
school settings. The four core leadership practices are a) Setting Direction, b) Helping People, c)
Redesigning the Organization, and d) Managing the Instructional Program. For consistency,
those terms will be used in this research as well. Leithwood et al. provided ten separate surveys
in Making Schools Smarter at the building level: nine to be completed by building, district, or
community members and one for students. Surveys were also provided that can be used at the
district level. For the purpose of the current study, only the School Leadership and Management
Survey was utilized, as it is directly related to building leadership. The School Leadership and
Management Survey is comprised of 64 items divided among the four core leadership practices.
Participants were given the following prompt: “We are interested in the extent to which you
agree or disagree with the following statements. For each statement, select and check ONE of
the following responses” (p. 130). Ratings are assigned on a 4-four point Likert-type scale (1 =
Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, 4 = Strongly Disagree, 0=NA/do not know). Each of
the four core leadership practices was provided as a header, followed by the indicators of that
specific leadership practice (p. 61). Table 3 provides the survey questions for this research
study, broken down by core leadership practice and accompanying indicators followed by survey
questions. There was also a “not applicable” or “do not know” option (Leithwood et al., 2006).
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Table 3. School Leadership and Management Survey as Edited for this Study
Directions to Participants: Please rate the level of importance you place on the following skills and
dispositions in principals in the area of Setting Direction, defined as setting and inspiring a vision along
with the goals to achieve it.
Setting Direction:
Language change from
original survey are
underlined:
staff replaces us or our

Developing People:
Language change from
original survey are
underlined:
Staff members replaces
my/me

Setting Direction:
1. Gives staff a sense of overall purpose
2. Communicates school vision to staff and students
3. Encourages the development of school norms supporting openness and
change
4. Helps staff understand the relationship between school’s vision and
district/state initiatives
5. Regularly encourages staff to evaluate progress toward achieving school
goals
6. Facilitates a process for staff to generate school goals
7. Encourages staff to develop/review individual professional growth goals
consistent with school goals and priorities
8. Frequently refers to school goals when making decisions related to changes
in programs or practices
9. Works toward whole staff consensus in establishing priorities for school
goals
10. Has high expectations for staff as professionals
11. Holds high expectations for students
12. Expects staff to engage in ongoing professional growth
Developing People:
14. Provides resources to support staff members’ professional development
15. Takes staff members opinion into consideration when initiating actions
that affect individuals work
16. Is aware of staff members’ unique needs and expertise
17. Is inclusive, does not show favoritism toward individuals or groups
18. Provides moral support by making staff members feel appreciated for
their contribution
19. Encourages staff members to reexamine some basic assumptions
they have about their work
20. Is a source of new ideas for staff members professional learning
21. Stimulates staff members to think about what they are doing for
their students
22. Encourages staff members to pursue their own goals for professional
learning
23. Persuades staff members to evaluate their practices and refine them as
needed
24. Encourages staff members to try new practices consistent with their own
interests
25. Facilitates opportunities for staff to learn from each other
26. Displays energy and enthusiasm for own work
27. Sets a respectful tone for interaction with students
28. Demonstrates a willingness to change own practices in light of new
understanding
29. Models problem-solving techniques that can readily adapt for staff
members work
30. Is open and genuine in dealings with staff and students
31. Symbolizes success and accomplishment within our profession

Table continued on next page

Table 3. Continued
60
Developing the
Organization:
Language change from
original survey are
underlined:
Staff members replaces
me/we/our

Developing the Organization:
32. Gives high priority to developing within the school a shared set of values,
beliefs, and attitudes related to teaching and learning
33. Makes an effort to know students, e.g., visits classrooms, and
acknowledges their efforts
34. Encourages ongoing teacher collaboration for implanting new programs
and practices
35. Facilitates effective communication among staff
36. Promotes an atmosphere of caring and trust among staff
37. Frequently takes staff members opinion into account when making
decisions
38. Distributes leadership broadly among the staff
39. Ensures that staff members have adequate involvement in decisionmaking
40. Supports an effective committee structure for decisions making
41. Establishes working conditions that foster staff collaboration
42. Provides an appropriate level of autonomy for staff members in their own
decision-making
43. Is sensitive to family and community aspirations and requests
44. Plans and works with parent and community representatives
45. Incorporates community characteristics and values in school operations
46. Has productive working relationships with parents
47. Has productive working relationships with the nonparent community

Managing the
Instructional Program:

Managing the Instructional Program:
48. Ensures that teacher’s expertise is of paramount importance in staffing
49. Places staff in areas of competence and expertise
50. Regularly observes classroom activities
51. After classroom observations, works with teachers to improve instruction
52. Provides organizational support for teacher interaction
53. Provides resources and technical assistance to help staff improve
instruction
54. Frequently participates in discussions of educational issues
55. Helps clarify the instructional implications of the school’s vision and
goals
56. Is visible within the school
57. Is easily accessible to students and staff
58. Gives evidence of his/her interest in students’’ progress
59. Frequently reviews student progress
60. Ensures the school runs smoothly so teachers can teach
61. Fosters a safe learning environment for all in the school
62. Manages student discipline effectively
63. Buffers staff from new district initiatives unrelated to school priorities
64. Buffers staff from new state initiatives unrelated to school priorities

Prior classroom teaching
experience (IV):

Please rate the level of importance you place regarding Prior Classroom
Teaching Experience (licensed professional responsible for a set group of
students), for principals.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Principal was a classroom teacher prior to becoming an administrator
Demonstrated that he or she was an effective classroom teacher
Had classroom teaching experience
Demonstrated student growth as a classroom teacher
Demonstrated effective classroom management

Table continued on next page
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Questions added within
each Core Leadership
Practice

6. Demonstrated effective instructional practices as a classroom teacher
7. Demonstrated positive relationship building with students as a classroom
teacher
Demonstrated positive relationship building with staff as a classroom teacher
(SD) Participate in the creation of school goals PRIOR to becoming an
administrator
(SD) Demonstrates commitment to school goals PRIOR to becoming an
administrator
(DP) Demonstrated success in profession PRIOR to becoming an
administrator
(DP) Demonstrated experience in developing and delivering effective
professional learning experiences PRIOR to becoming an administrator
(DO) Evidence of leadership PRIOR to becoming an administrator
(DO) Evidence of effective collaboration with parents, staff and students
PRIOR to becoming an administrator
(MI) Evidence of efforts to improve instruction PRIOR to becoming an
administrator
(MI) Evidence of support to students and staff PRIOR to becoming
administrator

Leithwood et al. (2006) included eight categories of participants for the School
Leadership and Management Survey. This list includes student, teacher, administrator, support
staff (e.g., secretary, custodian), parent, trustee, community member (other than parent), and
other (p. 130). A summary of the purpose was provided under the heading Instructions for
Participants, which includes ability to gather information on the school to support improvement
of education for children. Participants were informed that their responses were anonymous and
used collectively to identify patterns. Internal reliability for the survey is provided and reported
as .859, representing a “mean of reliabilities form the twelve dimensions comprising the
Leadership construct (range = .75–.93)” (p. 110). The use of the Survey in 120 schools from one
district provided the data for these reliability coefficients.
Tables 3 and 4 include the School Leadership and Management Survey in the manner
presented to participants for the purposes of this research study. Changes were made to the
original School Leadership and Management Survey to reflect this study’s participants’
willingness to hire a candidate for a principal position. The original intent of the School
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Leadership and Management Survey was to gain insights on a professional currently serving
as a principal. The changes made to the School Leadership and Management Survey are
minor, reflecting only the difference from potential hires to those currently serving as a
principal. Each question in the original survey was used. An example of the change in
language is provided below.
Setting Direction:
Original:

Gives us a sense of overall purpose

Current Study:

Gives staff a sense of overall purpose

Developing People:
Original:

Provides resources to support my professional development

Current Study:

Provides resources to support staff member’s professional
development

Developing the Organization:
Original:
Current Study:

Frequently takes our opinion into account when making
decisions
Frequently takes staff member’s opinion into account when
making decisions

Managing the Instructional Program: There was no need to change the language
Additional questions were asked of survey participants connected to prior classroom teaching
experience when considering applicants for principal positions. The prompts provided were:
“Please rate the extent you agree or disagree with the following statements regarding
leadership practices/prior classroom teaching experience you seek when considering
candidates for principal positions in your district.” The ratings used were: Strongly Agree,
Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree or NA/Do Not Know. Additional questions included in
this study sought to gain insight into the participants’ willingness to hire candidates with no
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prior classroom teaching experience. Those questions are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Supplemental Survey Questions
Evidence of prior classroom teaching (licensed educator responsible for a set group of students),
experience is essential for all principals.
Rating: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree or NA/Do Not Know
Qualitative Follow up to this question: Please share any insights connected to your above ratings
How likely would you be to hire a principal with no prior classroom teaching experience (licensed
educator responsible for a set group of students), who has served in the following school service
personnel roles:
Rating: Extremely Likely, Somewhat Likely, Somewhat Unlikely, Extremely Unlikely
-School Social Worker
-School Counselor
-School Psychologist
-School Nurse
-Speech/Language Pathologist
Qualitative Follow up to this question: Please share any insights connected to your above ratings:
What position did you hold prior to entering administration?
-Classroom Teacher
-School Service Personal (i.e. School Psychologist, Social Worker, Counselor,
Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse)
-Field outside of education
-Other
Prior to your initial administrative position, how many separate classrooms did you have the
opportunity to observe and provide feedback to a classroom teacher (licensed educator responsible for
a set group of students)?
Please rank order the value you place on the following when considering candidates for principal
positions in your district.
Setting Direction: Setting and inspiring a vision along with the goals to achieve it
Developing People: Building capacity of all to meet the established goals of the organization
Developing the Organization: Utilizing internal processes and external relationships to support the
organization
Managing the Instructional Program: Creating infrastructure, structures and routines necessary to
support the teaching and learning of staff and students
Prior classroom teaching experience:
Prior experience as a licensed educator:

Table continued on next page
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Table 4. Continued
Please share any additional insights connected to the qualities you seek in principal candidates in your
district
Have you ever considered or hired an educator from a school service personnel background (ie. School
Psychologist, Social Worker, Counselor, Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse) as a principal?
Rating: Yes or No
Qualitative Follow up to this question: Please share any insights related to your previous answer
In your opinion, are school service personnel (ie. School Psychologist, Social Worker, Counselor,
Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse), qualified to be building principals?
Rating: Yes or No
Qualitative Follow up to this question: Please share any insights related to your previous answer

Data Analysis Approach

Quantitative
Data reviewed for questions related to Leithwood’s (2005), core leadership practices of
Setting Direction (question 23), Developing People (question 7), Developing the Organization
(question 5) and Managing the Instructional Program (question 6) resulted in the exclusion of
participants who completed less than 90 percent of the questions for each subscale. A mean
replacement was calculated for each core leadership practice category where participants
completed 90 percent of the questions associated with each core leadership practice category
(Table 5).
Survey data were collected via Qualtrics, then imported into both MS Excel and SPSS.
This allowed for a variety of visual representations of the data to determine next steps in
analysis. Each survey question was then exported to an Excel spreadsheet. Each spreadsheet
contained the survey question, scale, number and percentage of responses for each scale
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response, as well as the total number of responses for the survey question. This information was
utilized to respond to research questions and create tables to display responses. The Sort option
available through Excel was utilized to analyze survey responses against three research
questions. The process utilized for sorting and the questions sorted are provided in Table 6.
Further analysis of survey results is provided in Chapter 4.
Table 5
Mean Replacement Criteria
Subscale

Number of Items

Setting Direction
Developing People
Developing the Organization
Managing the Instructional Program

15
22
18
18

Number of items needed to be
eligible for mean replacement
13
19
16
16

Table 6
Quantitative Question Sorting Process
Survey Question
How likely would you be to hire a principal
with no prior classroom teaching experience
(licensed educator responsible for a set group
of students), who has served in the following
school service personnel roles:

Sorting Process
Sorted first by rating of Extremely Likely
(Column B) then by SSP category (Column
A)

Please rate the level of importance you place
regarding Prior Classroom Teaching
Experience (licensed professional responsible
for a set group of students), for principals.

Sorted first by rating of Extremely Important
(Column B) then by statement (Column A)

Please rank order the value you place on the
following items when considering candidates
for principal positions in your district.

Sorted first by ranking of “1” (Column B)
then by question (Column A)
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Qualitative

Survey participants had opportunities to share qualitative insights associated with five
quantitative questions via an open-ended question and text-box. For example, participants were
asked: “Please share any additional insights connected to the qualities you seek in principal
candidates in your district.” The addition of this qualitative feature was sought to gain meaning
from quantitative responses. In Johnson and Christensen (2012), grounded theory research is
defined as “a qualitative approach to generating and developing a theory from the data that the
researcher collects” (p. 49). The constant comparative method was utilized to review qualitative
responses beginning with open coding (p. 403). For each of the five qualitative questions, survey
responses were initially exported to an Excel spreadsheet. Additional columns were added to
support further categorization of responses. Each response was then read individually in full. A
determination of association to the previously asked quantitative question was made and each
response not connected had an asterisk placed in the column to the left of the response. This
process was followed for each of the five qualitative questions. After approximately 48 hours,
axial coding processes were completed (p. 403). To complete axial coding, each response set
was reread to determine if certain “themes” or categories existed. After each of the five response
sets was reviewed in this manner, the process was completed again to determine if new themes
emerged and if those responses previously asterisked were associated with identified themes.
This work was reviewed approximately one week later and adjustments made. A number
associated with each identified theme was placed in a column to the immediate right of each
response. Each of the five Excel spreadsheets associated with the five opportunities to add
insights were sorted by the identified theme number and organized by question within a single
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Excel workbook. Through a review of qualitative responses, further analyses were completed.
Associations between quantitative responses separate from the five, which provided participants
an opportunity to share insights, gleaned additional information of import to this study. An
example was the rating of classroom teaching experience as essential to all principals (Question
10), and the comment associated with likelihood of hiring a principal with a School Service
Personnel background (Question 11). Respondent 36 rated Question 10 as Strongly Agree; prior
classroom teaching experience is essential then added the following comment for Question 11: It
would depend on the level of classroom involvement the individual had. It would be dependent
upon their educational background (Survey response 36). These and other findings are further
discussed in Chapter 4.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Changes to Illinois’ legislation aimed at improving principal preparation, included prior
classroom teaching experience as a requirement in admission to approved programs. Successful
lobbying for changes to that legislation allowed School Service Personnel the ability to apply to
approved principal preparation programs across Illinois until 2021 when this amendment to
legislation is up for review. Determining the skills and dispositions valued when hiring
principals was a primary goal of this research study. Three research questions formed the basis
for this study. The findings of each are provided below.

Preliminary Analyses

In order to learn about the descriptive statistics of some of the study variables, descriptive
statistics were conducted. Means, standard deviations, and minimums and maximums were
calculated for all of the Leithwood Survey Items. Results are presented in Table 7.
An examination of item descriptives for the Setting Direction Subscale indicates that the
majority of participants indicated Agree or Strongly Agree, therefore there is range-restriction
for the items on this subscale.

Table 7
Item Descriptives: Setting Direction Subscale

Item
Setting Direction1
Setting Direction2
Setting Direction3
SettingDirection4
SettingDirection5
SettingDirection6
SettingDirection7
SettingDirection8
SettingDirection9
SettingDirection10
SettingDirection11_Add
SettingDirection12
SettingDirection13
SettingDirection14
SettingDirection15

N

Min
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216

Max
2
3
3
1
2
2
1
2
1
1
3
3
4
2
2

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Mean
4.79
4.84
4.60
4.48
4.67
4.53
4.50
4.70
4.66
4.25
4.83
4.96
4.96
4.71
4.42

s.d.
.450
.390
.554
.715
.535
.645
.661
.600
.605
.848
.420
.222
.194
.533
.710

Similar to the first subscale, an examination of item descriptives for the Developing
People Subscale indicates that the majority of participants indicated Agree or Strongly Agree
(Table 8), therefore there is range-restriction for the items on this subscale.
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Table 8
Item Descriptives: Developing People Subscale
Item
DevelopingPeople1
DevelopingPeople2
DevelopingPeople3_Add
DevelopingPeople4
DevelopingPeople5
DevelopingPeople6
DevelopingPeople7
DevelopingPeople8
DevelopingPeople9
DevelopingPeople10
DevelopingPeople11_Add
DevelopingPeople12
DevelopingPeople13
DevelopingPeople14
DevelopingPeople15
DevelopingPeople16
DevelopingPeople17
DevelopingPeople18
DevelopingPeople19
DevelopingPeople20
DevelopingPeople21

N
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216
216

Min
2
3
1
3
1
2
3
1
1
1
1
3
1
3
3
4
3
1
3
1
2

Max
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Mean
4.49
4.50
4.43
4.58
4.73
4.70
4.46
4.33
4.75
4.40
4.36
4.64
4.22
4.61
4.81
4.91
4.80
4.73
4.90
4.42
4.55

s.d.
.668
.632
.672
.573
.558
.560
.631
.727
.550
.741
.783
.562
.821
.569
.427
.284
.444
.564
.312
.749
.631
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Once again, an examination of item descriptives for the Developing the Organization
Subscale indicates that the majority of participants indicated Agree or Strongly Agree (Table 9),
therefore there is range-restriction for the items on this subscale.
An examination of item descriptives for the Managing Instruction Subscale indicates the
same pattern held with this subscale as well; the majority of participants indicated Agree or
Strongly Agree(Table 10), therefore there is range-restriction for the items on this subscale.
Table 9
Item Descriptives: Developing the Organization
Item
DevelopOrganization1
DevelopOrganization2
DevelopOrganization3
DevelopOrganization4
DevelopOrganization5_Add
DevelopOrganization6
DevelopOrganization7
DevelopOrganization8
DevelopOrganization9
DevelopOrganization10_Add
DevelopOrganization11
DevelopOrganization12
DevelopOrganization13
DevelopOrganization14
DevelopOrganization15
DevelopOrganization16
DevelopOrganization17
DevelopOrganization18

N
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194
194

Min
1
2
3
3
1
3
2
1
3
3
1
3
2
1
2
2
1
2

Max
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Mean
4.71
4.77
4.75
4.82
4.38
4.84
4.46
4.48
4.44
4.68
4.34
4.70
4.45
4.53
4.57
4.51
4.75
4.36

s.d.
.530
.491
.456
.407
.833
.399
.652
.669
.627
.530
.807
.483
.636
.661
.634
.638
.522
.686
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Table 10
Item Descriptives: Managing Instructional Program Subscale
Item
ManagingInstruction1
ManagingInstruction2
ManagingInstruction3
ManagingInstruction4_Add
ManagingInstruction5
ManagingInstruction6
ManagingInstruction7
ManagingInstruction8
ManagingInstruction9
ManagingInstruction10_Add
ManagingInstruction11
ManagingInstruction12
ManagingInstruction13
ManagingInstruction14
ManagingInstruction15
ManagingInstruction16
ManagingInstruction17
ManagingInstruction18

N
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186
186

Min
3
2
3
3
3
2
1
1
3
3
3
2
3
2
2
3
1
1

Max
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Mean
4.47
4.69
4.82
4.72
4.83
4.68
4.49
4.63
4.92
4.79
4.82
4.70
4.65
4.80
4.89
4.65
3.84
3.89

s.d.
.651
.528
.410
.496
.432
.553
.668
.629
.310
.434
.415
.526
.572
.455
.359
.616
1.170
1.127

Research Question One
Are the scores in each of the four areas of Leithwood’s subscales equivalent? Are there
the same number of items on each subscale?

To answer this research question, several analyses were conducted. First, means, standard
deviations, and ranges were calculated for all items, which were presented in the tables above.
Next, inter-item correlations were run by each subscale, please see Tables 11-14. Based on an
examination of this information, it appears that there is range restriction on many of items. For
almost all items, participants selected either Agree or Strongly Agree, indicating they felt all
characteristics listed were important in the people they would consider hiring for a principalship.
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Running a Principal Components Analysis for each subscale was considered. However, a
full-scale validation is beyond the scope of this research study. Therefore, the researcher
acknowledges that it is possible, and likely, the way in which the survey was altered for use in
this study contributed to the extreme range restriction exhibited by almost all of the items. As a
reminder, the survey was changed in a couple of ways. In the original version teachers were
asked to rate the behaviors of a known target, their school leader. In this research study, rather
than rate actual behaviors, participants were rating the value they placed on those behaviors.
Second, participants in this study were rating a theoretical person, an unknown. It is likely that
these alterations to the survey contributed to the way in which participants rated the items. Even
so, it appears that the majority of participants indicate that ALL of Leithwood’s leadership
practices are important when they consider who they might hire to fill the role of a building
leader.

Table 11. Inter-item Correlations for Setting Direction Subscale
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

Item 1
Item 2

.34**

Item 3

.05

.18**

Item 4

.31**

.39**

.25**

Item 5

.27**

.31**

.21**

.50**

Item 6

.11

.13

.35**

.23**

.42**

Item 7

.20**

.22**

.33**

.52**

.55**

.39**

Item 8

.25**

.27**

.18**

.37**

.40**

.42**

.47**

Item 9

.23**

.34**

.25**

.39**

.37**

.50**

.30**

.57**

Item 10

.20**

.23**

.28**

.29**

.24**

.34**

.30**

.26**

.28**

Item 11

.16*

.29**

.21**

.30**

.38**

.43**

.22**

.50**

.54**

.30**

Item 12

.28**

.25**

.05

.27**

.12

.12

.33**

.15*

.21**

.18**

.08

Item 13

.17*

.49**

.11

.19**

.14*

.19**

.17*

.34**

.28**

.27**

.26**

.39**

Item 14

.17*

.30**

.25**

.31**

.30**

.24**

.370**

.27**

.39**

.24**

.23**

.25**

.32**

Item 15

-.00

.09

.35**

.26**

.20**

.34**

.35**

.18**

.19**

.38**

.14*

.05

.16*

.51**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 12. Inter-item Correlations for Developing People Subscale
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Item 1
Item 2

.39**

Item 3

.42** .28**

Item 4

.36** .41**

.41**

Item 5

.27** .27**

.17*

.31**

Item 6

.34** .43**

.19**

.35**

.24**

Item 7

.38** .22**

.42**

.16*

.23**

.19**

Item 8

.47** .29**

.47**

.31**

.27**

.21**

.43**

Item 9

.28** .17*

.30**

.28**

.23**

.20**

.34**

.25**

Item 10

.42** .26**

.28**

.33**

.37**

.42**

.34**

.38**

.34**

Item 11

.47** .28**

.53**

.43**

.38**

.27**

.34**

.62**

.34**

.41**

Item 12

.31** .21**

.32**

.31**

.19**

.16*

.49**

.25**

.39**

.30**

.39**

Item 13

.33** .35**

.26**

.39**

.27**

.39**

.27**

.38**

.19**

.55**

.39**

.27**

Item 14

.37** .29**

.37**

.31**

.20**

.33**

.34**

.31**

.35**

.28**

.26**

.46**

.36**

Item 15

.11

.15*

.25**

.22**

.17*

.31**

.16*

.20**

.23**

.17*

.22**

.22**

.21**

.32**

Item 16

.15*

.09

.13

.17*

.14*

.07

.12

.03

.33**

.15*

.08

.24**

.04

.22**

.32**

(Table continued on the next page)
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Table 12. Continued.
17

18

19

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Item
17

.19**

.17*

.23**

.20**

.19**

.21**

.35**

.16*

.40**

.26**

.18**

.42**

.13

.35**

.36**

.45**

Item
18

.43**

.21**

.44**

.19**

.31**

.30**

.42**

.36**

.35**

.32**

.45**

.37**

.27**

.32**

.31**

.23**

.42**

Item
19

.14*

.22**

.20**

.24**

.25**

.15*

.11

.10

.23**

.13

.18**

.30**

.17*

.39**

.35**

.38**

.46**

.33**

Item
20

.36**

.23**

.50**

.25**

.29**

.30**

.35**

.33**

.32**

.37**

.50**

.28**

.45**

.25**

.41**

.18**

.25**

.50**

.30**

Item
21

.40**

.37**

.36**

.40**

.39**

.40**

.32**

.30**

.43**

.36**

.54**

.43**

.30**

.38**

.40**

.22**

.32**

.38**

.30**

20

.42**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 13. Inter-item Correlations for Developing the Organization Subscale
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Item 1
Item 2

.06

Item 3

.34**

.18*

Item 4

.17*

.11

.27**

Item 5

.34**

.24**

.24**

.14

Item 6

.24**

.15*

.40**

.46**

.22**

Item 7

.18*

.33**

.28**

.30**

.27**

.33**

Item 8

.30**

.17*

.31**

.18*

.35**

.22**

.45**

Item 9

.37**

.16*

.38**

.34**

.29**

.35**

.61**

.44**

Item 10

.27**

.35**

.42**

.24**

.35**

.31**

.38**

.31**

.42**

Item 11

.33**

.20**

.39**

.21**

.48**

.30**

.47**

.47**

.56**

.36**

Item 12

.40**

.07

.60**

.31**

.24**

.46**

.36**

.31**

.51**

.41**

.53**

Item 13

.29**

.25**

.37**

.23**

.27**

.25**

.49**

.35**

.48**

.30**

.47**

.48**

Item 14

.15*

.37**

.21**

.19**

.41**

.26**

.30**

.27**

.35**

.61**

.40**

.31**

.42**

Item 15

.31**

.22**

.45**

.17*

.36**

.33**

.27**

.26**

.43**

.50**

.47**

.48**

.46**

.59**

Item 16

.27**

.19**

.38**

.22**

.30**

.33**

.27**

.31**

.36**

.48**

.38**

.47**

.46**

.50**

.65**

Item 17

.18*

.21**

.43**

.16*

.29**

.32**

.16*

.11

.31**

.38**

.35**

.43**

.41**

.38**

.65**

.49**

Item 18

.15*

.27**

.17*

.21**

.33**

.20**

.23**

.23**

.23**

.38**

.29**

.24**

.27**

.43**

.49**

.49**

.40**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 14. Inter-item Correlations for the Managing Instructional Program Subscale
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Item 1
Item 2

.50**

Item 3

.19**

.30**

Item 4

.28**

.35**

.53**

Item 5

.21**

.22**

.44**

.53**

Item 6

.34**

.49**

.25**

.46**

.29**

Item 7

.32**

.41**

.26**

.37**

.22**

.44**

Item 8

.24**

.39**

.23**

.40**

.28**

.31**

.49**

Item 9

.06

.24**

.10

.13

.18*

.29**

.24**

.13

Item 10

.14

.31**

.31**

.40**

.27**

.35**

.30**

.23**

.28**

Item 11

.10

.24**

.22**

.17*

.19*

.31**

.29**

.09

.35**

.45**

Item 12

.26**

.31**

.30**

.40**

.37**

.43**

.50**

.47**

.25**

.39**

.39**

Item 13

.22**

.30**

.38**

.37**

.39**

.34**

.47**

.49**

.02

.31**

.27**

.52**

Item 14

.15*

.53**

.30**

.30**

.07

.40**

.35**

.29**

.30**

.30**

.40**

.31**

.24**

Item 15

.13

.40**

.27**

.38**

.19**

.29**

.29**

.23**

.36**

.44**

.38**

.17*

.23**

.59**

Item 16

.21**

.22**

.35**

.26**

.16*

.22**

.23**

.24**

.08

.37**

.32**

.32**

.44**

.38**

.34**

Item 17

.22**

.22**

.02

.10

.07

.13

.36**

.24**

.14

.21**

.15*

.22**

.04

.26**

.15*

.13

Item 18

.12

.19**

.02

.11

.04

.13

.28**

.23**

.07

.18*

.05

.22**

.02

.25**

.13

.13

.90**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Research Question Two
What is rank ordered higher; value of core leadership practices, prior classroom teaching
experience or prior experience as a licensed educator?

The second research question sought to determine if those responsible for hiring
principals differentiated between candidates with and without prior classroom teaching
experience. In order to ascertain this information, several quantitative questions were asked
throughout the survey to try to learn more about the perceptions of those who hire principals. In
addition, there was an option to provide a qualitative follow-up comment after each question.
The quantitative results for each of these questions, along with a qualitative review of comments
are provided.
The first survey item of this study used to answer this research question asked: Evidence
of prior classroom teaching (licensed educator responsible for a set group of students),
experience is essential for all principals. There were 182 usable responses with participants
choosing between Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree or NA/Do Not Know. Of
the 182 responses, 92.31% (168) answered Strongly Agree or Agree. Ratings of Disagree or
Strongly Disagree represented 7.70% (14) of participants. This question was followed by the
prompt: Please share any insights connected to your above ratings. Of the 182 participants to
the question, 65 people provided comments with 58 centered around four themes;
1. Positive experience with principal without prior classroom teaching experience
2. Prior teaching experience is essential
3. Knowing instruction is essential
4. Those without prior classroom teaching experience have credibility issues.
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Seven additional comments contained single statements or questions not related to the
above question, an example being “18 years of teaching.” Comments associated with this
question are provided in Table 15.
Table 15
Qualitative Responses: Prior Classroom Teaching Is Essential

Comment
Example:

Number of
Participants:

Theme One:
Positive
experience with
non-classroom
teaching
Some of the most
effective
principals that I
have worked with
have been social
workers,
psychologists,
etc...

Theme Two:
Must be a teacher

8

15

I would not hire
someone without
classroom
experience. I
would not even
consider it.

Theme Three:
Must know
instruction or
demonstrate
leadership
One does not
necessarily have to
have been a
classroom teacher in
order to be a great
principal. It comes
from innate drive,
preparedness, and
aptitude.
16

Theme Four:
Credibility

Staff want to
know you
have walked
in their shoes.
I feel all
administrators
should have
classroom
experience at
some level.
19

The review of qualitative data associated with this research question found language
associated with support for the consideration for principalships those without prior classroom
teaching experience from participants who answered Strongly Agree and Agree classroom
teaching is essential for all principals. Examples are provided below:
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Table 16
Qualitative Responses: Strongly Agree and Agree Responses to Survey Question 10
Strongly Agree Rating
Principals often need to be the right fit for
unique buildings. Couple that with
experience, values, and untrainable skills.
All principals should have successful
classroom experience, but may become
excellent principals if they were school
counselors, psychologists, social workers,
etc. The connection with schools, best
educational practices, and collaborative
work with others in the school setting are
key elements!
As in any field, it is important to understand
all aspects of how a school runs and how to
achieve growth throughout the whole
building.

Agree Rating
It's helpful, but shouldn't be a deal-breaker

Clearly being principal requires numerous
skills - leadership is important when hiring a
principal. Being able to move and support
teachers is critical - having classroom
experience helps in many situations but it is
more important to know how to move the
organization.

Not all principals need to be a classroom
teacher. I have seen related service staff
members move on to be very effective
principals.
Some effective administrators have been
service providers not teachers; they have some
understanding of curriculum, student socialemotional needs, the school environment and
culture.
Great teachers are not always great
administrators. That is a false assumption. It's
more important that you are a great leader and
can motivate and inspire people
I generally agree with that thought, but I have
seen some very effective principals who were
speech-language pathologists or social workers
and never really had their own
classrooms. They were, however, very skilled
at building and maintaining relationships.

The second survey item used to answer this research question asked participants: How
likely would you be to hire a principal with no prior classroom teaching experience (licensed
educator responsible for a set group of students), who has served in the following school service
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personnel roles: School Psychologist, School Social Worker, Speech Language Pathologist,
School Counselor and School Nurse. Please note that these are the School Service Personnel
categories identified by the State of Illinois. Participants provided responses with ratings of
Extremely Likely, Somewhat Likely, Somewhat Unlikely, and Extremely Unlikely. Reponses
below indicate those who stated they would be Extremely Likely or Somewhat Likely to consider
hiring a principal who previously held each particular role.
Table 17
Quantitative Results: Likelihood of Hiring Prior School Service Personnel
School Service Personnel Category

Percentage of Participants who indicated
Extremely and Somewhat Likely

School Social Worker

61.21%

School Counselor

59.56%

School Psychologist

54.1%

Speech Language Pathologist

38.25%

School Nurse

11.47%

Participants had an opportunity to share additional insights on this question as well. Of
the 182 responses to the question, 43 people provided comments with 42 centered around three
themes:
1. Classroom teaching is essential for consideration of principal candidates
2. Consider leadership skills and experiences of candidate
3. School Service Personnel (SSP) offer unique perspectives/skills or have hired SSP
with positive results
Examples of comments associated with Extremely Likely and Somewhat Likely to hire a principal
with no prior classroom teaching experience are provided here.
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Table 18
Qualitative Responses: Follow-up to Likelihood of Hiring Prior School Service Personnel

Comment
Example:

Number of
Participants:

Theme One:
Classroom
Teaching
Experience Essential
The classroom
experience is a
unique one that is
not replicable and
not understood
through second hand
views.

I want actual
classroom
experience.

Theme Two:
Leadership Skills
and Experience of
Candidate
The skills and
understanding to be
a successful
principal may be
accentuated by
successful
classroom
experience but I
would not call them
a requirement.
I have no issue
with hiring a
competent leader.

14

20

Theme Three:
SSP Unique Skills

This is a case by case
basis. I have worked
with some social
workers and psychs
who would be amazing
building leaders that
command respect and
are very influential and
positive leaders.
Many of the issues
facing administration
today deal with social
emotional issues
8

In comparing responses to the first two items used to answer research question Two,
evidence of considering for hire School Service Personnel emerged. Responses were exported
from survey Question 10 and 11 into an Excel worksheet. The sorting function was used to
separately compare each of the five School Service Personnel categories against participants who
responded Strongly Agree or Agree to Evidence of prior classroom teaching (licensed educator
responsible for a set group of students), experience is essential for all principals (92% or
participants). A total of participants responding with an Extremely to Somewhat Likely ranking
when asked likelihood to hire each of the School Service Personnel Categories was calculated
along with percentages for those rankings compared to the total number of responses for these
questions.

84
Table 19
Quantitative Results: Classroom Experience and Likely to Hire
Strongly Agree/Agree Classroom Teaching Experience is Essential (n=168) 92.31%
Extremely/Somewhat Likely to hire School Service Personnel as principal
Social Worker (n=101)

60%

School Counselor (n=95)

57%

School Psychologist (n=89)

53%

Speech Language Pathologist (n=63)

38%

School Nurse (n=18)

11%

The third item used to answer Research Question Two asked: Have you ever considered
or hired an educator from a school service personnel (ie. School Psychologist, Social Worker,
Counselor, Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse), background as a principal? There
were 177 responses to this question with 66.67% (118) responding “yes” and 32.96% (59)
responding “no.” Participants were able to provide comments associated with their reply. There
were 35 comments provided. A qualitative review of responses found three central themes: Only
considered candidates with classroom teaching experience, considered, or have had no
opportunity to consider a School Service Personnel candidate. One comment was excluded as did
responded for hiring of special education director. Any comment stating a School Service
Personnel candidate was considered for hire was included; even if the remaining statement was
negative or suggested had not personally participated in the selection process. Examples of the
34 comments associated with each theme are provided in Table 20.

Table 20
Qualitative Results: Have You Ever Considered Or Hired?
Theme One:
Candidates must have classroom
experience
Comment
Example:

Theme Two:
Considered

Theme Three:
No Opportunity

Classroom experience is a prerequisite
for me.

I think it is important to look for the best candidate to match
the needs of the school. In this situation the selection was a
person with social services experience. The committee felt it
was the best decision and it was

Didn't have any candidates with
these qualifications

The lack of classroom experience
proved difficult to overcome in
evaluating teachers credibly.

The last Principal we hired did not have classroom experience,
and is a fabulous, successful, and innovative leader.

Didn't have any candidates with
these qualifications

Lack of classroom experience hinders
understanding of the role.

I am an assistant superintendent with a counselor background.
In a former district we hired a school psychologist to run a
major high school with great success.

None were brought forward for
the final panel for our input. I
don't know that they had applied

21

3

Number of 10
Participants
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The next item used to answer Research Question Two asked, Please rate the level of
importance you place regarding Prior Classroom Teaching Experience (licensed professional
responsible for a set group of students), for principals. Participants were asked to rate
importance of eight separate statements using the rating Extremely, Moderately, Somewhat,
Slightly, or Not at all Important. A total of 183 responses were gathered. A numeric value was
of five to one was assigned to each ranking with Extremely Important as highest and Not at all
Important as least. The eight statements and their corresponding value were sorted from highest
to lowest and a mean computed for each which results provided in Table 2.
Table 21
Quantitative Responses: Rate The Importance Of Prior Teaching Experience

Statement with mean rating
Demonstrated positive relationship building with students as a classroom teacher. 4.63
Demonstrated positive relationship building with staff as a classroom teacher.

4.62

Demonstrated effective instructional practices as a classroom teacher.

4.51

Had classroom teaching experience.

4.41

Demonstrated effective classroom management.

4.41

Principal was a classroom teacher prior to becoming an administrator.

4.32

Demonstrated that he or she was an effective classroom teacher.

4.31

Demonstrated student growth as a classroom teacher

4.25
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The last survey item used to answer Research Question Two asked: Please rank order the
value you place on the following items when considering candidates for principal positions in
your district. Participants ranked six separate items; with one being the highest and six the
lowest. Leithwood’s (2005), four core leadership practices of Setting Direction, Developing
People, Developing the Organization, and Managing the Instructional Program along with two
additional items seeking the value placed on prior classroom teaching or School Service
Personnel experience, were rated. A short description of each core leadership practice was
included. There were 166 responses to question 13. Data were sorted by items rated at the
highest level (one). The results are shown in Table 22.
Table 22
Quantitative Results: Importance Placed on Leadership Practices vs. Classroom Teaching
Item

Setting Direction: Setting and inspiring a vision along with the goals to
achieve it
Developing People: Building capacity of all to meet the established goals
or the organization
Managing the Instructional Program: Creating infrastructure, structures
and routines necessary to support the teaching and learning of staff and
students
Prior classroom teaching (licensed professional responsible for a set group
of students) experience
Developing the Organization: Utilizing internal processes and external
relationships to support the organization
Prior experience as a school service personnel (ie. School Psychologist,
Social Worker, Counselor, Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse)

Percentage
ranked as Most
Important
40.36%
29.52%
13.86%

10.24%
4.82%
1.20%
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Research Question Three
Do those responsible for hiring principals view educational professionals without prior
classroom teaching experience as qualified to serve as building principals?

Survey responses were analyzed through the review of one quantitative question along
with the qualitative analysis of any follow-up comments participants provided. This question
asked, In your opinion, are school service personnel (ie. School Psychologist, Social Worker,
Counselor, Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse), qualified to be building
principals? Ratings of Yes 69.66% (N=124) or No 30.34% (N=54) were given from a total of
174 participants. These findings were reviewed against responses from Research Question Two
regarding consideration or hiring school service personnel. This analysis found only 14 survey
participants; 1% who would not consider or would be Extremely Unlikely to hire each of the five
school service personnel categories (See Table 23).
Table 23
Quantitative Results: School Service Personnel Qualified as Principal
Yes: School Service Personnel qualified as principal (n=124)

69.66%

Yes qualified and open to considering School Service Personnel as principal (n=160) 92%
No: School Service Personnel qualified and Extremely Unlikely to hire (n=14)

1%
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A total of 69 comments were provided and a qualitative analysis of revealed 67 of those
responses centered around four themes:
1. Experience with or open consideration of School Service Personnel
2. Prior classroom teaching experience is required
3. Consideration is dependent on candidates experience
4. Specific responses stating would not consider School Nurses.
Examples of participants’ comments within each of the four themes is provided in Table 24.

Table 24
Qualitative Responses: Are School Service Personnel Qualified?

Comment
Example:

Experience or Consider

Prior Classroom Experience

Dependent on Experience

No School
Nurses

I have seen many related school staff
do quite well in leadership
positions. The qualities that many
possess in the area of developing
professional relationships and treating
staff and students as individuals comes
through in their leadership styles.

I strongly feel that there should be
teaching background, but having
that additional certification is very
helpful.

Again, leadership (in my opinion
and experience) traits are largely
intrinsic, and not necessarily jobcategory dependent. Some roles
may offer more insight as to the
facets of the Principalship. Not
having experience in those roles
does not exclude someone from
being a leader.

All except
School Nurse

They have other perspectives that they
can bring to the position

Only if they have also been a
teacher would I consider them to be
a principal.

each individual candidate should be
considered based on their
experiences and values in education

Addition of
"school nurse"
was the killer
for me

I have seen both school counselors and
a school social worker become
effective principals.

They would have limited exposure
to the big picture and overall
instructional leadership realm.

I believe this needs to be looked at
on a case by case basis and making
general statements does not capture
the true intricacies required.

Not nurses

13

40

4

Number of 10
Participants:
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

Illinois began a redesign to the preparation of principals in 2001 (Baron & Haller, 2014).
Linking the preparation of principals to student achievement, Illinois cites the work of
Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom’s (2004), review of research which found that the
combined effect of direct and indirect leadership practices significantly impacted student
achievement. They noted that 3% to 5% of “variation in student learning” could be attributed to
leadership (p. 21). Legislation mandated requirements for principal preparation programs across
Illinois to include prior classroom teaching experience. Illinois cited three specific research
studies as rationale for the changes to principal preparation programs. A review and critical
analysis of each study is included in Chapter Two of this document. On July 1, 2010, PA 0960903 enacted mandates all principal preparation programs must have met by September 1, 2012
to be eligible to enroll students. As of June 1, 2014, only programs meeting new requirements
can serve as principal preparation programs in Illinois. An amendment made to PA 096-0903 in
August 2014 allowed School Service Personnel professionals; those holding the Professional
Educators License (PEL), with no prior classroom teaching experience, to apply to principal
preparation programs. This amendment included “sunset” language, meaning the inclusion of
School Service Personnel provision will be reconsidered in 2021. The focus of this study was to
gather evidence for the support of continued access of School Service Personnel without prior
classroom teaching experience into principal preparation programs. This was accomplished by
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gathering evidence and opinions from those responsible for hiring school principals to ascertain
their thoughts and professional experiences with hiring principals who had, or did not have,
classroom teaching experience.

Discussion of Research Questions
Research question One sought to determine if study participants valued Leithwood’s
(2005), four core leadership practices differently. Leithwood’s (2005), core leadership practices
serve as the qualities accompanying his definition of transformational leadership, with the
distinct needs of the students, building and community determining how each of the four core
leadership practices are utilized and what additional skills a principal may require. The creation
of the School Leadership and Management survey (Leithwood Aitken, & Jantzi, 2006) provides
principals with a tool to monitor evidence of the four core leadership practices and support
efforts to improve professional practice and school improvement (p. 126). The Wallace
Foundation (2013) report, The School Principal as Leader: Guiding Schools to Better Teaching
and Learning further highlights Leithwood’s core leadership practices. In the report factors of
effective principals are viewed as interrelated and dependent upon one another, supporting the
data found in this study of each of the four core leadership practices rated as extremely important
for principals.
It should also be noted that the wording of Leithwood’s survey was changed for use in
this study. The original intent of the survey was for teachers to provide ratings of their building
leader. The wording of the survey was changed in my study so it could be used with those
responsible for hiring principals in order to determine what leadership practices they valued
when they consider new hires. Essentially, the survey was changed in a couple of fundamental
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ways. First, in the original intent of the survey, teachers are rating the behavior someone they
actually know and have experience working with; their school principal. In the revised survey
used for this study, those who hire principals were asked to rate the value they place when hiring
an unknown, hypothetical person, thus taking the survey from the realm of a known to an
unknown person. The second way the survey was altered for use in this study is directly related
to the way in which the survey questions were asked. The original intent was to rate behaviors
that principals had demonstrated. This study asked participants to rate the value they place on
certain behaviors when hiring; a fundamentally different question. In spite of the differences in
the way the survey was used in my study, a similar pattern of results emerged; no one leadership
practice was more valued than others. Similarly, Leithwood’s work has found that no leadership
practice behavior is more important than the other. An analysis of data found no meaningful
differences between the four core leadership practices; raters indicated all are very important to
consider when hiring a school leader.

Research question Two sought to determine if participant’s ranked evidence of core
leadership practices as more important than prior experience. Respondents answered single
statement questions as well as a series of questions that requested ranking in order of importance.
Respondents strongly agreed or agreed (92.31%), prior classroom teaching experience was
essential for all principals. Provided with the five categories of School Service Personnel with no
prior classroom teaching experience; school psychologist, school social worker, school
counselor, speech language pathologist and school nurse and asked their likelihood to hire as a
principal, respondents reported they would be extremely to somewhat likely to hire. Likelihood
to hire was highest for school social worker (60%), and lowest for school nurse (11%).
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Qualitative feedback from study participants referenced the desire to hire candidates for
principalships who possess leadership, instructional skill, and valuable past experience as an
educator. Additional qualitative comments mentioned the advantage School Service Personnel
bring to the principalship; mainly in the area of social-emotional support to students. When
cross analyzing participant responses, there was an overlap with those who rated prior classroom
teaching as essential and likelihood to consider School Service Personnel for hire as a principal.
This study found participants who rated prior classroom teaching experience as essential, also
would consider candidates with a School Service Personnel background. Three of the five
School Service Personnel categories school social worker (60%), school counselor (57%) and
school psychologist (53%) represent over half of survey participants who rated Strongly to Agree
prior classroom teaching experience is essential when hiring principals. This study sought
insights on past hiring practice. I found that respondents had considered or hired School Service
Personnel for principal positions within their settings. Further, I found Leithwood’s core
leadership practices of Setting Direction, Developing People, and Managing the Instructional
Program ranked higher in importance than evidence of prior classroom teaching experience when
considering candidates for principal positions.
The utilization of those responsible for hiring principals for this study, provide insights
into the skills and dispositions sought. Characteristics of classroom teaching associated with
relationship building (Demonstrated positive relationship building with students and staff as a
classroom teacher), could be linked to the selection of school social workers, school counselors
and school psychologists as those School Service Personnel most likely to be considered for hire
as principals. Additionally, participants ranked Leithwood’s (2005), Core Leadership Practices
of Setting Direction, Developing People and Managing the Instructional Program over prior
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experience as a classroom teaching or School Service Personnel. Those who hire principals,
recognize the nexus between leadership and relationship building skills necessary to impact
student achievement.
This research study sought to determine if prior classroom teaching experience as
originally mandated by Illinois for all principal preparation candidates had merit. Evidence from
this study does not support the practice of restricting principal preparation candidates to those
with prior classroom teaching experience. Study participants represent educational professionals
who have an active role in the hiring of principals. Quantitative results found candidates with no
prior classroom teacher experience were either considered or hired for principal positions.
Additionally, this study found skills and dispositions associated with three of Leithwood’s
(2005) core leadership practices were valued over prior when considering candidates as
principals. This study does not support the exclusion of School Service Personnel with no
classroom teaching experience from applying to principal preparation program, as told by the
voices of those who actually do the hiring.
Illinois’ changes to principal preparation cites the research of Ballou and Podgursky
(1995), Darling-Hammond et al (2007) and Baker and Cooper (2005), as evidence for the
inclusion of prior classroom teaching experience as an admission requirement for principal
preparation programs. Chapter Two of this study contains an analysis and counter evidence of
these studies. Below is a review of this research in relation to the quantitative and qualitative
data from my study.
Illinois cited Ballou and Podgursky’s (1995) research for the inclusion of prior classroom
teaching experience as a condition of applying to principal preparation programs, stating that
“research shows that instructional experience for principals does matter with teacher perceptions
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of principal quality” (p.7). Ballou and Podgursky reported that only prior classroom teaching
experience was related to increased ratings of perceived effectiveness by teachers. Principals
were asked to provide previous experience in terms of “teaching” (p. 246). If a principal had
served in a nonteaching capacity (e.g., school psychologist) prior to becoming a principal, there
was no option on the SASS survey to capture that experience. There were no significant
correlations on the seven questions asked regarding the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’
effectiveness for principals with 0 to 15 years of experience. There was a positive correlation
only for principals with over 15 years of “teaching” experience with five of the seven teacher
survey questions. The two questions that did not produce positive correlations between even 15
years of “teaching” experience and teachers rating of principal effectiveness were the questions
related to instructional practice (p. 246). The finding that 15 years of experience is what makes
the difference in positive perceptions is in sharp contrast to Illinois’ mandate of four years of
experience prior to completing principal preparation programs. Similarly, research seeking to
determine a link between principal characteristics and student achievement, did not find an
association with prior teaching experience. Clark, Martorell, and Rockoff (2009) in their
analysis of New York City schools, found no significant relationship among a principal’s work
experience prior to becoming a principal. They found that the number of years a principal serves
within a building had the strongest correlation to student achievement. Teaching experience prior
to the principalship demonstrated no correlation with student performance.
Leithwood and Jantzi (2008), identified efficacy, defined as a leaders’ belief in their
abilities or those of the collective organization to achieve a goal, as the strongest influence on
student achievement (p. 497). The factors that impact a leader’s efficacy were termed
“antecedents” and their research identified 33 antecedents under four categories: personal, school
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level, district level, and other. Personal antecedents included gender, years of experience, and
level of schooling. Leithwood and Jantzi noted limited research of the antecedents; 24 by only
one research article, gender the most widely researched factor with five separate studies,
followed by years of experience and level of schooling with four different studies. Of the
research conducted on the various factors, Leithwood and Jantzi reported limited evidence of
impact “by any conventional social science standard” (p. 503). Within Leithwood and Jantzi’s
(2008) review of research, the work of Lucas (2003) was cited as the sole study that sought to
connect a principal’s prior experience to efficacy, however no statistically significant
relationship was found. Leithwood and Jantzi’s research cited organizational characteristics and
their influence on the development of collective efficacy, not a principal’s personal variables as
having positive impact on leader efficacy (p. 523). They conclude there is a lack of significance
found in research on antecedents to efficacy, as evidence of limited impact on leadership
efficacy.
Finn (1984) includes the development and support of school leaders as a factor in school
effectiveness. Finn states “there is little evidence that good teachers necessarily make good
principals, and assuming otherwise can take fine instructors out of the classroom, place uncertain
executives in the principal’s office, and overlook entirely people who are not teachers at all but
who might become superb principals” (p. 522). A review of research found no single factor
contributing to principal effectiveness. Experts in the field assert a lack of research seeking to
link principal effectiveness to previous experience is evidence of its lack of impact. This study
suggests those charged with hiring principals seek evidence of leadership practices over past
experience; prior classroom teaching or in a School Service Personnel capacity. Quantitative and
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qualitative data support this claim and provide rationale for the continuation of School Service
Personnel in principal preparation programs in Illinois.
Similarly, Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, and Anderson (2010) sought to gain insights
into the impact of core leadership practices and student achievement. In this comprehensive
study encompassing 43 states and seeking insights from over 8,000 teachers, previous experience
of the principal was not a component of the study. When contacted, Leithwood (personal
communication 2014), stated principals’ past experiences needed to be “close enough to good
instruction to behave as an instructional leader,” and that his research did not differentiate
between principals with classroom teaching or experiences outside the field of education.
Results from this study provide further support to limit use of prior experience as a factor in
determining principal effectiveness. This study provides quantitative evidence core leadership
practices are valued higher than prior experience by those responsible for hiring principals.
Research question Three sought to determine if study participants viewed School Service
Personnel without prior classroom teaching experience as qualified to serve as a building
principal. Quantitative evidence found School Service Personnel qualified (69.66% of
participants), to serve as a principal among those responsible for hiring principals. This finding is
supported by survey participants likelihood to consider for hire School Service Personnel
professionals; school social workers, school counselors and school psychologists being rated at
the highest levels. Qualitative evidence found the inclusion of School Nurses as an impediment
to viewing all School Service Personnel qualified to serve as principals as the five categories
were not separated for this study question. An example of responses connected to the question,
“In your opinion, are school service personnel (ie. School Psychologist, Social Worker,
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Counselor, Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse), qualified to be building principals?”
found the following for School Nurses:


Addition of "school nurse" was the killer for me



All except School Nurse



Not nurses

Further analysis found even those who answered “no” to “In your opinion, are school service
personnel (i.e. School Psychologist, Social Worker, Counselor, Speech/Language Pathologist or
School Nurse), qualified to be building principals?” answered, “How likely would you be to hire
a principal with no prior classroom teaching experience (licensed educator responsible for a set
group of students), who has served in the following school service personnel roles: School
Psychologist, School Social Worker, Speech Language Pathologist, School Counselor and
School Nurse”, as somewhat likely. A qualitative review of comments associated with these
questions found respondents most interested in candidates’ experience and leadership skills as
captured in this comment:
Again, leadership (in my opinion and experience) traits are largely intrinsic, and not
necessarily job-category dependent. Some roles may offer more insight as to the facets
of the Principalship. Not having experience in those roles does not exclude someone
from being a leader.
Ballou and Podgursky (1995), utilized the School and Staffing Survey (SASS) from
1987-1988; a time when there was no option for principals to state their previous experience as
one of the five School Service Personnel categories. It is unknown the impact of principals from
these backgrounds had on teachers perceptions of effectiveness; the main objective of their
study. Doyle and Locke (2014), utilized the 2002 SASS which reported 10% of principals
surveyed as having no prior classroom teaching experience (p. 16). In their Lacking Leaders:

100
The Challenge of Principal Recruitment, Selection and Placement, Doyle and Locke suggest
recruiting principal candidates focused on; evidence of implementation of effective leadership
practices, widened field of potential candidates; seeking candidates who demonstrate a capacity
for leadership. Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) did not seek to connect principal preparation
candidate’s background and when asked directly, found no evidence of variance in candidates
enrolled in exemplary principal training programs with classroom or non-classroom teaching
experiences. In reviewing certification and licensure of principals, The Fordham Institute
(2003), Better Leaders for America’s Schools: A Manifesto reported over a third of
superintendents unsatisfied with their principal’s abilities. Superintendents also reported limited
choices in the pool of candidates for open principal positions. Recognizing certification does not
equate with the skills necessary to lead as principal, this report suggests “expand the pool of
potential school leaders…it is not necessary for a CEO of Bristol-Meyer to be a chemist” (p. 24),
provides further support for the inclusion of School Service Personnel into principal preparation
programs and ultimately to be licensed as principals in Illinois. Illinois principal preparation and
policy is exemplary as characterized by Anderson and Reynolds 2015 review of practices across
the United States. This recognition is based on current practices across Illinois which include
School Service Personnel with no prior classroom teaching experience into principal preparation
programs and as eligible for state licensure. Baker and Cooper (2005) were not integral to the
current research study as Illinois utilized it as evidence that a principal’s prior teaching
experience leads to hiring teachers with “stronger academic backgrounds” (p. 6). The actual
intent of Baker and Cooper’s study was to determine if principals from competitive or highly
selective undergraduate programs would hire teachers of similar backgrounds and experiences.
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The research utilized by Illinois to originally exclude School Service Personnel with no
prior classroom teaching experience was overreaching. Each of the three studies cited (Illinois
School Leader, 2010); Baker & Cooper, 2005; Ballou & Podgursky, 1995; Darling-Hammond,
LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 2007, did not use prior classroom teaching experience as a
determining factor and therefore have no role in principal preparation programs or principal
licensure in Illinois.
General Discussion

My study sought to determine the validity of eliminating educational professionals
without prior classroom teaching experience from applying to principal preparation programs in
Illinois. Overall, my study supports research of others who found no evidence that prior
classroom teaching experience specifically, made any difference in perceptions of principal
effectiveness or led to increases in student achievement. Bass’s (2006), research found
identifying candidates who aspire to leadership and fully understand the demands and skills
necessary to affect student learning as the necessary qualifiers for principal preparation
candidates and participants. Both quantitatively and qualitatively, my study indicates those
responsible for hiring principal’s value evidence of leadership practices over prior experience.
Additionally, this study provides evidence supportive of School Service Personnel in the
principalship as only 1% of survey participants (n=14), rated as not qualified and Extremely
Unlikely to hire, while 92% (n=160), responded open to considering and qualified to serve as a
principal.
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My study specifically examined indicators of leadership skills and the value those who
hire principals placed on those leadership skills. In a similar study, Creighton and Shipman
(2002) sought to gain insights on principal preparation candidates from trainers. When given 20
indicators of principal preparation student quality, prior classroom teaching experience rated
tenth out of the 20 indicators. Kraus and Cordeiro (1995), gathered feedback from current
assistant principals and principals on adequacy of their training given the demands of their
positions. Prior experience was noted by participants as supportive of their role however
experience encompassed those within the school setting, including committee work as well as
overall life experiences. Browne-Ferrigno and Muth (2008), suggest alternate qualifications for
principal preparation candidates as a means to expand and enhance recruitment and selection
efforts. They suggest seeking principal preparation candidates based on; motivation for training,
commitment to school leadership, level of experience with leadership, and commitment to shift
from leader of children to leader of adults. Taken in conjunction with my study, it appears that
leadership skills and dispositions are MORE important than prior experience when considering
candidates for hire as a principal.
The 2015 report by the University Council for Educational Administration by Anderson
and Reynolds highlights the changes made to principal preparation programs in the United
States. They identified four “high-leverage practices;” research based practices from research
associated with improved preparedness and effectiveness of principals (p. 17). High-leverage
practices as outlined by Anderson and Reynolds (2015) were; explicit selection process,
clinically rich internship, university/district partnerships, and program oversight (pp. 28-29), at
no point did they mention prior teaching experience as a high leverage practice. Anderson and
Reynolds also reviewed state policy on principal licensure. Of interest to this study was the
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inclusion of prior classroom teaching experience as a component of access to principal
preparation or licensure as a principal. Tennessee is the only state meeting all high-leverage
practices for explicit selection in principal preparation. Candidates applying to principal
preparation programs in Tennessee “must have a minimum of three years of successful education
work experience;” no qualifier that experience must be as classroom teacher (p. 21).
Anderson and Reynolds (2015), list three requirements for high-leverage principal
licensure policy; three or more years of teaching or related school experience, master’s degree in
Educational Leadership or closely related field, and completion of an accredited or approved
preparation program (pp. 35-37). Illinois is one of two states meeting the four principal
preparations and one policy high-leverage practice as outlined by Anderson and Reynolds
(2015). At the time of publication, Illinois included School Service Personnel in the states
classified exemplary recruitment high-leverage practice and as years of experience necessary;
teaching or related school experience, for licensure (p. 72). This study supports the work of
Anderson and Reynolds as it further provides evidence for the inclusion of School Service
Personnel as candidates for preparation and licensure as principals. This study provides evidence
from those responsible for hiring principals that leadership skills hold value over prior
experience. Anderson and Reynolds (2015) identified candidate licensure as a high-leverage
policy practice. Their licensure criteria provide for teaching and or related school experience
Anderson and Reynolds also include completion of an accredited/approved preparation program;
work Illinois has legislated and continue to refine. There is no evidence from past research or
my study to support the exclusion of School Service Personnel from principal preparation
programs. Doing so would ignore best practice recommendations as outlined by Anderson and
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Reynolds 2015 report by the University Council for Educational Administration as well as this
study’s finding.
Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, and Cohen’s (2007) Wallace Foundation
report goal was to identify and review exemplary principal preparation programs to determine
the impact of stronger training on principal effectiveness, qualities of said programs from initial
training through ongoing professional development and the role district and state policies have
on the development and funding quality of principal preparation programs. Darling-Hammond
et al. (2007), reference recruiting potential candidates to principal preparation programs with
potential and experiences associated from leadership; including a variety of educators. The
inclusion of Darling-Hammond et al.’s 2007 Wallace Foundation report does not align or
represent the intent of Illinois’ requirement of prior classroom teaching experience as a factor in
applying to principal preparation programs. This study did find that evidence of skills and
dispositions associated with Leithwood’s (2005), core leadership practices rated as higher level
of importance than prior classroom teaching experience. Evidence from this study does not
support the practice of limiting entrance to principal preparation programs to only those with
prior classroom teaching experience.

Study Limitations

This study sought to determine what those charged with the hiring of principal’s value
most; evidence of core leadership practices or prior classroom teaching experience. This study
was designed as a result of Illinois excluding from principal preparation programs educational
professionals with no prior classroom teaching experience. For a number of years, School
Service Personnel such as school social workers, school psychologists, school nurses, school
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counselors and speech language pathologists were excluded from applying to principal
preparation programs. Although that decision was reversed by the Illinois legislature, my study
pointedly sought to provide research to ensure ongoing access to principal preparation programs
for School Service Personnel in Illinois. As a former school psychologist serving as a principal
for 12 years, I understand the ramifications of changes to principal preparation programs in
Illinois and I understand this personal connection may be a potential limitation to this study. The
connection served as a rationale for the importance of conducting this study as well as providing
research for future decision making around principal preparation and licensure by Illinois.
This study limited its research to the inclusion of School Service Personnel in principal
preparation programs. A wide body of research is available on the utilization of professionals
outside the field of education as building and district leaders. Alternate routes to licensure as
principals or other school leadership positions were outside the scope of this study and therefore
purposefully eliminated. This study focused on the efforts of Illinois in the preparation of
principals holding most merit only for use within the state. Expanding the research to
neighboring states or across the United States would increase the utility and value of the research
questions investigated in this study.
Survey participants and all responses were anonymous and no verification of their role
and function within the school setting occurred. The length and time needed to complete the
survey may have impacted participants’ completion of each item. Leithwood et al.’s (2006),
School Leadership and Management Survey was amended for this research study. As originally
created, Leithwood’s survey provided evidence of skills associated with his four core leadership
practices from those working directly with principals. The tool was amended for this study and
those amendments provide challenges to final results and utility. Adding value statements
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associated with this study’s independent variable of willingness to hire, may have negatively
impacted the validity of the scale. An analysis found no distinction between the four core
practices; similar to Leithwood’s assertion and findings that core leadership practices are
essential but not exclusive of skills necessary to meet the unique needs of each school building.
The Wallace Foundation (2013) report cites core leadership practices of effective principals as
interrelated and dependent on one another, supporting the data found in this study of each of the
four core leadership practices rated as extremely important when considering candidates for hire
as principals. The purpose of Leithwood et al.’s (2006) School Leadership and Management
survey was changed and is a potential limitation of this study.
School districts that were part of the Large Unit District Association (LUDA) served as
the sample for this study as the respondents and their membership in LUDA represents a
geographic cross-section of Illinois. The sole utilization of this group eliminated small districts
and any other district make-up outside of unit districts, thus potentially skewing results to the
perspective of larger districts. Study respondents were not asked their geographic location and
the inclusion of this information may have supported an understanding of the needs various
locations across Illinois face in the preparation of principals or when seeking candidates for
principal positions.
This study was primarily quantitative and cross-sectional in design, with some elements
of qualitative analyses mixed in. This supported identification of relationships among the
independent variables of core leadership practices as defined by Leithwood (2005) and prior
classroom teaching experience on the dependent variable; willingness to hire. This study found
quantitative evidence of positive relationship between willingness to hire and core leadership
practices. Limited qualitative evidence was generated through study participants’ written
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insights to specific questions. Future research may consider a mixed methodology utilizing the
same independent and dependent variables. The inclusion of a qualitative feature such as case
study research would provide an additional layer to this study. Working within grounded theory
methodology, responding to quantitative data may have provided depth to this study. Case study
analysis of features associated with School Service Personnel serving as principals, evidence of
effectiveness; strengths and weaknesses as well as evidence of student achievement growth
under their leadership, may have led to deeper understanding of skills and dispositions sought
when seeking to hire principals as well as insights to strengthen principal preparation.

Contributions

This study contributes to the body of research focused on the training and selection of
principals and sought to provide rationale to Illinois for the continuation of School Service
Personnel as candidates for principal preparation. The review of research conducted for this
study found limited classification of a principal’s prior experience as a condition in research.
Further investigation and communication with researchers discovered a lack of specificity
leaving open the category of “teaching” to include all those working within a school setting;
even those licensed educators not directly responsible for a set group of students on a daily basis.
Linda Darling-Hammond (personal communication, 2013), reported no difference in candidates
enrolled in principal preparation programs from teaching or nonteaching backgrounds. Kenneth
Leithwood (personal communication 2014), reported principals’ past experience; with classroom
teaching experience or outside the field of education, not explicitly a component of his research.
Additionally, Leithwood stated a principal’s experience should be “close enough to good
instruction to behave as an instructional leader.” This study also analyzed the research provided
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by Illinois for the inclusion of prior classroom teaching experience as mandatory component
when applying to approved principal preparation programs across the state. This analysis
determined a disconnect and overreaching utilization between the intent and outcome of research
by of Ballou and Podgursky (1995), Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen,
2007 and Baker and Cooper (2005), and the inclusion by Illinois of prior classroom teaching
experience as a requirement for admittance to newly formed principal preparation programs
which was fully reviewed in the Discussion section of this chapter.
This study quantitatively determined those charged with the hiring of principals, consider
(66.67%), and find School Service Personnel candidates qualified (69.66%), to serve as
principals. Illinois amended PA 096-0903 to include School Service Personnel experience as a
factor in applying to principal preparation programs. This research supports that amendment and
suggests a continuation as those responsible for hiring principals report value in candidates from
backgrounds other than classroom teaching experience. Supportive qualitative comments from
within this study are in Chapter Four and several included here as evidence for the continuation
of School Service Personnel trained as principals:


“School service personnel can be excellent administrators, school psychologists have
extensive training in curriculum, behavior management, school systems, working
with parents, working with the community, etc”



“I think it is important to look for the best candidate to match the needs of the school.
In this situation the selection was a person with social services experience. The
committee felt it was the best decision and it was”



“All principals should have successful classroom experience, but may become
excellent principals if they were school counselors, psychologists, social workers, etc.
The connection with schools, best educational practices, and collaborative work with
others in the school setting are key elements!”



“Great teachers are not always great administrators. That is a false assumption. It's
more important that you are a great leader and can motivate and inspire people”
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“I generally agree with that thought, but I have seen some very effective principals
who were speech-language pathologists or social workers and never really had their
own classrooms. They were, however, very skilled at building and maintaining
relationships.”

This study supports evidence of core leadership practices, as outlined by Leithwood
(2005), having greater value than prior classroom teaching experience. Previous research on
effectiveness characteristics of principals lack information on previous experience. Researchers
report finding no evidence or differentiation between principals’ previous experience when
investigating preparation programs or overall effectiveness. This study found evidence of core
leadership practices valued over prior classroom teaching experience when considering
candidates for hire as a principal. Additionally, this study gathered qualitative evidence of
support for the inclusion of School Service Personnel with demonstrated evidence of core
leadership practices as strongly considered for principal positions. A full review of these
features is included in Chapter Four with highlighted qualitative comments provided here:


“I have seen many related school staff do quite well in leadership positions. The
qualities that many possess in the area of developing professional relationships and
treating staff and students as individuals comes through in their leadership styles”



“I have no issue with hiring a competent leader”



“Clearly being principal requires numerous skills - leadership is important when
hiring a principal. Being able to move and support teachers is critical - having
classroom experience helps in many situations but it is more important to know how
to move the organization”



“Again, leadership (in my opinion and experience) traits are largely intrinsic, and not
necessarily job-category dependent. Some roles may offer more insight as to the
facets of the Principalship. Not having experience in those roles does not exclude
someone from being a leader”
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Both the quantitative and qualitative evidence of this study contribute to the research base
focused on training and selecting effective principals. Identifying evidence of leadership skills
or practices seen as the primary determinant when deciding who should enter training or serve as
a principal contribute to the current research base.
Illinois cites the work of Levine (2005), as rationale for changes to principal preparation
across the state. Of the nine criteria Levine highlights for assessing principal preparation
programs, the following three have significance to this research study: purpose; explicitly
educate school leaders with definition of success tied to student learning, curricular coherence;
rigorous curriculum expectations organized to teach skills and knowledge needed to lead,
admissions; recruit students with capacity and motivation to become school leaders (Baron and
Haller, 2014). The nature of current principal preparation programs in Illinois led then State
Superintendent Dr. Christopher Koch toward legislative action resulting in changes to the school
code and mandating improved principal preparation practice policy through PA 096-0903. His
commissioned task force responded to Levine’s work with three goals: recruit strategically, focus
preparation programs and improve statewide assessment and coordination. Each of these goals
are supported by research on improvements to principal preparation programs; most notably by
Illinois, the work of Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen (2007). The initial
exclusion of School Service Personnel as well as the current inclusionary status set to expire in
2021 is not warranted based on past research and further called into question given evidence
from this research study. Through the work of Levine (2005) and Leithwood (2005), Illinois
recognizes the importance principals play in advancing student learning. This study supports
Illinois’ goal by providing evidence that those charged with hiring principals’ value evidence of
core leadership practice over prior experience when considering candidates for hire as principals.
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Illinois is a leader in the advancement of principal preparation (Baron and Haller, 2014)
and policy outlined in PA 96-0903 has received praise at the national level. Changes to the
preparation of principals in Illinois was recognized for encompassing prekindergarten through
grade 12, curriculum on early childhood, English language learners and special education. The
Education Commission of the States, National Conference of State Legislators; including support
by the Illinois Education Association and Illinois Federation of Teachers, and the University
Council for Education Administration, all have publicly recognized Illinois for advancement in
the preparation of principals. As previously stated, Anderson and Reynolds (2015), through the
Council for Education Administration, Illinois is recognized as one of two states meeting high
leverage principal preparation and policy practices with year of experience defined as “teacher or
related school experience” (p. 72).
This study provides evidence for the continued access to principal preparation programs
for School Service Personnel with no prior classroom teaching experience. This study found the
research utilized by Illinois for the initial inclusion of classroom teaching experience as a
condition of acceptance to principal preparation programs overreaching and contradictory to
current best practice standards. This study quantitatively found those charged with the hiring of
principals value leadership over prior experience. Current research and insights from those
responsible for the hiring, determined through this study School Service Personnel are viewed as
qualified candidates for principal positions in Illinois.

112
Intended Audience

The results of this study provide valuable evidence of qualities sought when hiring
principals. Evidence from this study supports research on the import of principals on student
achievement. The intended audience for this study are university trainers of principals, legislators
responsible for enacting policy, school districts identification of potential principals, and
professional associations of School Service Personnel.
Principal Preparation Programs
Research provided in this study provide rationale for changes made to preparation of
principals. Illinois current efforts are seen as exemplar and should serve to provide support for
continual refinement and improvement. ISLAC exists to support ongoing development and
efforts to seek and ensure quality principal preparation across Illinois. This study provides
rationale for the continuation of School Service Personnel in principal preparation programs; in
Illinois or other states considering improvements to the training of principals. Quantifiable
evidence from this study supports the incorporation of training and experiences associated with
Leithwood’s (2005), core leadership practices into principal preparation programs. The essential
yet non-inclusion skills associated with the four core leadership practices, can serve as a
framework for creating instruction and practical experiences for those training to be principals.
With a competency based internship program requirement in Illinois, Leithwood’s core
leadership practices along with the Leithwood et al.’s, School Leadership and Management
Survey (2006), may support the generation of evidence based execution and mastery of training.
When screening candidates for principal preparation programs, evidence of relationship
building skills would provide additional insights into candidates’ leadership capabilities.
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Quantitative evidence from my study demonstrate those charged with hiring principals value
candidates ability to form and sustain relationships whether from a classroom teaching
background or as School Service Personnel most closely connected to classroom instruction.
Additionally, Setting Direction and Developing People were the Core Leadership Practices
ranked highest; each dependent on an understanding and ability to form relationships to support
sustained student achievement. As an interview is a component of principal preparation
programs across Illinois, training programs might include scenarios targeting relationship
building into their interview protocols. Utilizing Leithwood’s (2006) School Leadership and
Management Survey, training programs could design questions and scenarios associated with
Core Leadership Practices. Findings from this study provide rationale for inclusion of these
essential aspects of leadership. Considerations of their use as a component of program
completion assessments also hold merit.
Illinois State Board of Education
Mandating and enacting policy to support principal preparation was accomplished in
Illinois through PA 096-0903. Anderson and Reynolds (2015), include high leverage practices
for principal preparation and policy. States review of this work will provide rationale for
mandating policy of principal licensure. Anderson and Reynolds (2015), found 46 of 50 states
requiring “some school-based experience prior to becoming a candidate for licensure” (p. 36).
They referenced experience as “knowledge and experience with pedagogy” as well as those with
“first-hand knowledge of experience of teachers and students in a school setting” (p. 36).
Anderson and Reynolds (2015) concluded that states are less likely to mandate principal
preparation programs than licensure requirements. Illinois mandated both; recognizing the
importance of principal preparation by establishing universal program requirements. To train

114
principals in Illinois, universities must possess the mandated standards and practices to enroll
students.
In his 2015 Developing Excellent School Principals to Advance Teaching and Learning:
Considerations for State Policy, Paul Manna asks “What can state policymakers do to help
ensure that schools have excellent principals who advance teaching and learning for all
students?” (p. 7). He suggests three considerations for state policy developers: create state policy
agendas which include principals as a priority, review of levers to support identification and
training of principals as well as those offer support to current principals, and identification of
unique factors within communities that impact implementation of policy. Manna provides
rationale for the support of principals through policy. Of interest to this study is “the key role
principals play in helping their schools succeed…excellent principals make important
contributions to school culture and climate, and have detectable and substantial impacts on
student achievement. Principals are multipliers of effective teaching…by setting smart
professional development agendas, selecting and supporting accomplished teachers to take on
leadership roles, and working one-one-one as mentors for teachers who need guidance and
support” (p. 8). Leithwood’s (2005), core leadership practices are evident within Manna’s
rationale for state wide policy supporting principal preparation. Manna also suggests the use of
policy to enhance the recruitment and selection of principal preparation candidates. Florida is
provided as an example where school districts hold the responsibility for identifying and
readying candidates for principal preparation. Manna highlights the work of Illinois and
Kentucky for their long-term commitment to policy centered on improved principal training.
Efforts to forge relationships between the states and local districts from a large group of
stakeholders through established working groups are seen by Manna as exemplars for other
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states to follow. Manna asserts state policy agenda and practice focused on ensuring effectively
trained and positioned principals in every school will ensure student achievement and support
success of current policy initiatives of rigorous standards and teacher evaluation (p. 22). ISLAC
provides Illinois with support to ensure continued policy support for principals across the state.
Their work to connect Illinois efforts with federal programs is reviewed in the following section.
School Districts
Those surveyed for this study, provide insight into the skills and dispositions sought
when hiring principals. Utilizing this studies information, will provide school districts with
information needed to identify and recruit educational professionals for principal preparation
programs. Through the development of focused leadership training for those aspiring to serve as
principals, school districts can utilize the work of Leithwood’s (2005) to identify specific
leadership activities or suggested areas for inclusion in their current buildings efforts. Finding
opportunities to observe those seeking the principalship in activities closely aligned with daily
expectations for the role, would lead to more informed and prepared candidates to principal
training programs. The inclusion of evaluations of candidates trained through updated principal
preparation programs, offers additional opportunities for school districts. An analysis of this
outcome data over time, will provide insights into candidates background and prior experiences.
School districts could utilize this information to identify more precisely educational
professionals within their organization with similar backgrounds, demonstrated skills and
experience, to pursue acceptance into a principal preparation program.
Professional Associations
Professional associations of School Service Personnel in Illinois lobbied for their
inclusion in PA 96-0903. This research will support their continued efforts to train and obtain
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licensure as principals in Illinois. Advocacy committees within these professional associations
are attending to HB 2898 which seeks to remove “sunset” language and allow for the inclusion
of all School Support Personnel as candidates of principal preparation programs in Illinois.

Future Directions of Research

Illinois is a pioneer in the creation of policy to direct and support principal preparation.
The continuation of efforts begun in 2001 by the Illinois State Action for Educational Leadership
Project provides a component to the future direction of this research project. The creation of the
Illinois School Leader Advisory Council (ISLAC) and federal Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA) provide momentum for the continuation of Illinois recognized improvements to the
preparation and support of principals. Additionally, the inclusion of School Service Personnel as
potential applicants to newly formed principal preparation programs “sunsets” in 2021. School
Service Personnel professionals’ continual access to principal preparation and licensure will also
serve to support future direction of this research.
Outcome data is not available for principal preparation programs changed under
PA 96-0903. The Act requires assessment of program implementation and rigor as well as
candidate competency. When available, this data will contribute to research on effective
principal preparation and may provide additional insights into the prior experience of program
participants. This study’s findings will support the continued access of School Support
Personnel to principal preparation programs in Illinois. Widening the pool of potential
applicants provides a diverse and necessary pool of principals for districts to choose from when
seeking candidates for hire.
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Haller and Hunt (2016) review available data to gain insights into the impact on supply
and demand of principals since 2012 when Illinois began accepting applicants to newly formed
principal preparation programs. The authors gather information from a variety of sources as no
state-wide data collection system is available. Haller and Hunt (2016) report as of February
2016, 28 principal preparation programs meeting the requirements of PA 96-0903 compared to
31 Type 75 training programs identified prior to the Act (p. 5). Due to the lack of state-wide
data on the available pool of principal candidates, the authors suggest Illinois maintain current
updates to the selection and training of principals. Prior to making any changes to the selection
and training of principals, Haller and Hunt maintain Illinois should consider three strategies. (1.)
Create strong data collection structures to fully understand the supply and demand of principals,
(2.) identify any differences regionally, (3.) Support districts develop “talent management
practices,” to improve selection and training of principals (p.2). Haller and Hunt report the
“rigorous selection process” of current principal preparation programs in Illinois as essential to
ensuring strong candidates enter training and consider serving as principals. The authors suggest
recent federal policy outlined in the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 (ESSA), can support
Illinois’ efforts to strengthen and improve principals across the state.
This research supports continuing principal preparation program requirements as
currently mandated through PA 96-0903. Working within the established structure will allow for
the collection of necessary outcome data on effectiveness. Baron and Haller (2014), report in
2013, 430 candidates enrolled in principal preparation programs across Illinois with 616 enrolled
the following year in principal preparation programs in Illinois. Baron and Haller use Illinois
State Board of Education supply and demand data to suggest 400-500 principal vacancies yearly.
Supporting an effective pipeline to the principalship is an area this research study can support.
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Evidence of core leadership practices as defined by Leithwood (2005), are valued by those
responsible for the hiring of principals. Identifying all educators who possess or have the
capacity for such skills, followed by equal access to training, will provide a strong pool of
candidates for consideration of principalships across Illinois.
The 2016 Illinois School Leadership Advisory Council (ISLAC) final report includes a
five year strategic plan to continue and sustain the improvements made to principal preparation
programs across the state. Illinois School Leadership Advisory Council (ISLAC) formed in
Illinois to continue focus on policy and practice issues of leadership preparation. Professionals
from across the state are working in five study teams to review and make recommendations.
This work does not consider limiting the pool of potential candidates to only those with prior
classroom teaching experience. The focus areas are: network support and resources, program
cohesion and continuous improvement, quality assurance, regional and district partnerships, and
training and support for mentors and supervisors. Study teams completed their work from
September 2014 through June of 2015. Their recommendations for each of the four focus areas
were:
1. Program Cohesion and Continuous Improvement: integrating coursework,
practicum and internship experiences focused on skills expected of principals. Ensure
strong mentors and work to increase diversity as well as processes to gather
effectiveness and cohesion of preparation programs
2. Quality Assurance: Establish data collection and analysis processes at the program
and state level. These tools serve to support continuous improvement. Suggest the
creation of a state-level Office of School Leadership to further develop understanding
of the critical role principals play in student achievement. This Office would be
responsible for overseeing an evaluation of leadership development programs
throughout the state. Mandate the reporting of data from each training programs.
Areas considered for data collection are evidence of: selection, enrollment, number
with Principal Endorsement, number hired as principals in the first through third year
of graduation, percentage rated utilizing evaluations that adhere to Illinois
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Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA), percentage working in schools
demonstrating positive, negative or flat growth as defined by PERA, percentage rated
positive, neutral or negative on school climate and culture surveys, number promoted
to district level positions and evidence of how program is utilizing data for
continuous improvement.
3. Partnerships and Training: Create partnerships to support professional learning of
principals and mentors across the state. Establish regional “hubs” to “equalize”
resources for districts and potential candidates across the state (p. 4). Consider the
recruitment of teacher leaders as candidates for principal preparation programs.
Support Districts in outlining their field experiences for those recruiting for principal
or assistant principal positions
4. Network Support: As a means to ensure ongoing professional learning and regional
support emphasizing continuous improvement. Higher Education, Districts and other
stake holders’ work together to create a “community of professional practice” (p. 4).
Network would include principal preparation faculty as well as school leaders and
would provide continual learning across their career.
Then President Obama signed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), into law, in
December 2015. Language was included in ESSA specific to principal training and professional
development. Haller et al (n.d.), review the components of ESSA connected to principal training
and professional development. ESSA provides for an “additional 3% of state Title II funds in
support of activities specifically targeted to principals” (p. 5). Haller et al (n.d.), outline the
alignment between supports for principals detailed within ESSA with PA 096-0903.

Candidate

selection to principal programs in Illinois currently includes licensed School Support Personnel
and is included in Haller et al.’s (n.d.), work as an example of Illinois policy aligned with ESSA.
Haller et al (n.d.), reference a report by the Illinois School Leadership Advisory Council (2016).
The ISLAC (2016) final report further aligned Illinois efforts with ESSA. This report includes
five recommendations supported by ESSA Title II language. They are: (1.) Establish a state
Office of School Leadership responsible for increasing understanding the importance of quality
principal preparation and the connection between effective principals and student achievement.
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(2.) Creation of statewide data systems among state agencies, regional offices of education and
higher education institutions. (3.) Create statewide “communities of practice networks between
university faculty, district administrators and professional associations” as a means to improve
communication and share effective practices. (4.) Establish regional partnerships and work to
“equalize resources throughout the state.” (5.) Establish task force to collect information on
Teacher Leadership Endorsement (p. 17).
The inclusion of data from this study will support state and federal efforts ensuring
effective principals in every school. Continued access to principal preparation programs for
School Service Personnel is allowed under PA96-0906, viewed as qualified as evidenced from
quantitative data from this study, and supportive of seeking candidates for principalships who
exhibit core leadership practices. The utilization of federal dollars to support ISLAC‘s efforts
provides an opportunity to continue Illinois understanding “principal preparation programs have
a key role to play in producing the best possible school leaders” (FAQ, 2010).

Concluding Remarks

A review of the findings from this study has determined those supporting the hiring of
principals consider many factors of the candidates for the position in which they apply.
Candidate’s previous experience is not limited to role prior to seeking a principalship. Those
supporting the hiring process value demonstration of leadership coupled with the needs of the
building when seeking a new principal. Those charged with hiring principals reported positive
experiences from candidates without classroom teaching experience and viewed demonstration
of leadership as a more essential or valued trait when seeking principals. Further questions
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sought to determine if School Service Personnel (school counselors, school nurses, school
psychologists, school social workers and speech language pathologists) were likely candidates
considered for the principalship. Of the five categories, over half of respondents rated Extremely
to Somewhat Likely to hire school social worker, school psychologist or a school counselor.
Evidence of valuing leadership practices over prior classroom teaching experience was proven in
this study. Respondents ranked three of the four core leadership practices as defined by
Leithwood (2005) over prior experience. In each opportunity to provide additional insights,
respondents referenced the specific skills of candidates and needs of the building seeking a
principal as essential to their selection process.
Illinois is a pioneer in the development of policy supportive of research-based preparation
of principals. To ensure an effective principal in each school, Illinois must continue to recruit,
train and support a diverse pool of educators. Illinois innovation in principal preparation with a
focus on competency-based assessments will ensure candidates meeting the requirements of
principal preparation programs across the state have evidence of leadership. Mandated rigorous
application standards and strong collaborative relationships between school districts and training
programs will result in quality candidates for principal preparation. Current mandates for
applying to training and achieving licensure as a principal in Illinois are exemplary and include
School Service Personnel. This study and its review of available research provide evidence for
the continuation of this practice.
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STUDY SURVEY
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Q1 Informed Consent Form Introduction Please consider taking ten minutes of your time to participate
in a research study about school principals. This research is being conducted as part of a doctoral
dissertation in the field of Educational Administration at Northern Illinois University. You will be asked to
give your opinions about what you value in a building principal. All personal information and answers
gathered through this survey are anonymous and will not be shared except for research purposes. If you
have questions or concerns, you may contact Patti Palagi at ppalagi@att.net or you may contact the
doctoral dissertation director, Dr. Kelly Summers, at ksummers@niu.edu.
Anonymity:
All data are anonymous and will only be reported in an aggregate format (by reporting
only combined results and never reporting individual ones). There is no foreseeable way the primary
researcher would know your individual responses to survey questions.
Participation: Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. You have the right to
withdraw at anytime or refuse to participate entirely. Thank you for your valuable time.
Q2 I agree to participate in this research study. (If you select NO you will be exited from the survey.)
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
Q21 Do you have a role in the hiring or supervision of school principals? This may include but is not
limited to, the recruitment, interviewing, final selection of candidates, and supervision of principals. (If
you select NO you will be exited from the survey.)
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
Q22 What is your current administrative position?
 Superintendent (1)
 District Level Administrator (2)
 Human Resources Administrator (3)
 Principal/Assistant Principal (4)
 Other (5)
Q27 How many years have you been in a role where you are responsible or partially responsible for
hiring principals?
Q28 How many years have you been in a role where you are responsible for the supervision of
principals?
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Q23 Please rate the level of importance you place on the following skills and dispositions in principals in
the area of Setting Direction, defined as setting and inspiring a vision along with the goals to achieve
it.
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Extremely
Important (1)

Moderately
Important (2)

Somewhat
Important (3)

Slightly
Important (4)

Not at all
Important (5)

Gives staff a
sense of overall
purpose (1)











Communicates
school vision to
staff and
students (2)











Encourages the
development of
school norms
supporting
openness and
change (3)











Helps staff
understand the
relationship
between
school's vision
and
district/state
initiatives (4)











Regularly
encourages staff
to evaluate
progress toward
achieving school
goals (5)











Facilitates a
process for staff
to generate
school goals (6)











Encourages staff
to
develop/review
individual
professional
growth goals
consistent with
school goals and
priorities (7)











Participates in
the creation of
school goals (8)
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Frequently
refers to school
goals when
making
decisions
related to
changes in
programs or
practices (9)











Works toward
whole staff
consensus in
establishing
priorities for
school goals (10)











Demonstrates
commitment to
school goals (11)











Has high
expectations for
staff as
professionals
(12)











Holds high
expectations for
students (13)











Expects staff to
engage in
ongoing
professional
growth (14)











Expects staff to
be effective
innovators (15)
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Q7 Please rate the level of importance you place on the following skills and dispositions in principals in
the area of Developing People, defined as building capacity of all to meet the established goals or the
organization.

135
Extremely
Important (1)

Moderately
Important (2)

Somewhat
Important (3)

Slightly
Important (4)

Not at all
Important (5)

Provides
resources to
support staff
members'
professional
development (1)











Takes staff
members
opinions into
consideration
when initiating
actions that
affect
individuals work
(2)











Demonstrated
success in
profession (3)











Is aware of staff
members
unique needs
and expertise
(4)











Is inclusive, does
not show
favoritism
toward
individuals or
groups (5)











Provides moral
support by
making staff
members feel
appreciated for
their
contribution (6)











Encourages staff
members to
reexamine some
basic
assumptions
they have about
their work (7)
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Is a source of
new ideas for
staff members
professional
learning (8)











Stimulates staff
members to
think about
what they are
doing for their
students (9)











Encourages staff
members to
pursue their
own goals for
professional
learning (10)











Demonstrated
experience in
developing and
delivering
effective
professional
learning
experiences (11)











Persuades staff
members to
evaluate their
practices and
refine them as
needed (12)











Encourages staff
members to try
new practices
consistent with
their own
interests (13)











Facilitates
opportunities
for staff to learn
from each other
(14)











Displays energy
and enthusiasm
for own work
(15)
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Sets a respectful
tone for
interaction with
students (16)











Demonstrates a
willingness to
change own
practices in light
of new
understanding
(17)











Models
problem-solving
techniques that
can readily
adapt for staff
members work
(18)











Is open and
genuine in
dealings with
staff and
students (19)











Symbolizes
success and
accomplishment
within
profession (20)











Facilitates a
process for staff
to generate
school goals (21)
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Q5 Please rate the level of importance you place on the following skills and dispositions in principals in
the area of Developing the Organization, defined as utilizing internal processes and external
relationships to support the organization.
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Extremely
Important (1)

Moderately
Important (2)

Somewhat
Important (3)

Slightly
Important (4)

Not at all
Important (5)

Gives high
priority to
developing
within the
school a shared
set of values,
beliefs, and
attitudes related
to teaching and
learning (1)











Makes an effort
to know
students, e.g.,
visits
classrooms, and
acknowledges
their efforts (2)











Encourages
ongoing teacher
collaboration for
implementing
new programs
and practices (3)











Facilitates
effective
communication
among staff (4)











Evidence of
leadership skills
PRIOR to
becoming an
administrator
(5)











Promotes an
atmosphere of
caring and trust
among staff (6)











Frequently takes
staff members
opinions into
account when
making
decisions (7)
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Distributes
leadership
broadly among
the staff (8)











Ensures that
staff members
have adequate
involvement in
decision making
(9)











Evidence of
effective
collaboration
with parents,
staff and
students (10)











Supports an
effective
committee
structure for
decision making
(11)











Establishing
working
conditions that
foster staff
collaboration
(12)











Provides an
appropriate
level of
autonomy for
staff members
in their own
decision making
(13)











Is sensitive to
family and
community
aspirations and
requests (14)











Plans and works
with parent and
community
representatives
(15)
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Incorporates
community
characteristics
and values in
school
operations (16)











Has productive
working
relationships
with parents
(17)











Has productive
working
relationships
with the nonparent
community (18)
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Q6 Please rate the level of importance you place on the following skills and dispositions in principals in
the area of Managing the Instructional Program, defined as creating infrastructure, structures and
routines necessary to support the teaching and learning of staff and students.
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Extremely
Important (1)

Moderately
Important (2)

Somewhat
Important (3)

Slightly
Important (4)

Not at all
Important (5)

Ensures that
teacher's
expertise is of
paramount
importance in
staffing (1)











Places staff in
areas of
competence
and expertise
(2)











Regularly
observes
classroom
activities (3)











Evidence of
efforts to
improve
instruction (4)











After classroom
observations,
works with
teachers to
improve
instruction (5)











Provides
resources and
technical
assistance to
help staff
improve
instruction (6)











Frequently
participates in
discussions of
educational
issues (7)











Helps clarify the
instructional
implications of
the school's
vision and goals
(8)











Is visible within
the school (9)
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Evidence of
support to
students and
staff (10)











Is easily
accessible to
students and
staff (11)











Gives evidence
of his/her
interest in
students'
progress (12)











Frequently
reviews student
progress (13)











Ensures the
school runs
smoothly so
teachers can
teach (14)











Fosters a safe
learning
environment for
all in the school
(15)











Manages
student
discipline
effectivley (16)











Buffers staff
from new
district
initiatives
unrelated to
school priorities
(17)











Buffers staff
from new state
initiatives
unrelated to
school priorities
(18)
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Q24 Please rate the level of importance you place regarding Prior Classroom Teaching Experience
(licensed professional responsible for a set group of students), for principals.
Extremely
Important (1)

Moderately
Important (2)

Somewhat
Important (3)

Slightly
Important (4)

Not at all
Important (5)

Principal was a
classroom
teacher prior to
becoming an
administrator.
(1)











Demonstrated
that he or she
was an effective
classroom
teacher. (2)











Had classroom
teaching
experience. (3)











Demonstrated
student growth
as a classroom
teacher (4)











Demonstrated
effective
classroom
management.
(5)











Demonstrated
effective
instructional
practices as a
classroom
teacher. (6)











Demonstrated
positive
relationship
building with
staff as a
classroom
teacher. (7)











Demonstrated
positive
relationship
building with
students as a
classroom
teacher. (8)
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Q10 Evidence of prior classroom teaching (licensed educator responsible for a set group of
students), experience is essential for all principals.






Strongly agree (1)
Agree (2)
Disagree (3)
Strongly disagree (4)
NA/Do Not Know (5)

Q14 Please share any insights connected to your above ratings:

Q11 How likely would you be to hire a principal with no prior classroom teaching experience (licensed
educator responsible for a set group of students), who has served in the following school service
personnel roles:
Extremely likely (1)

Somewhat likely (2)

Somewhat unlikely
(3)

Extremely unlikely
(4)

School Social
Worker (1)









School Counselor
(2)









School Psychologist
(3)









School Nurse (4)









Speech/Language
Pathologist (5)









Q12 Please share any insights connected to your above ratings:

Q19 What position did you hold prior to entering administration?
 Classroom Teacher (licensed educator responsible for a set group of students) (1)
 School Service Personnel (ie. School Psychologist, Social Worker, Counselor, Speech/Language
Pathologist or School Nurse) (2)
 Field outside of education (3)
 Other (4)

147
Q20 Prior to your initial administrative position, in how many separate classrooms did you have the
opportunity to observe and provide feedback to a classroom teacher (licensed educator responsible for
a set group of students)?

Q13 Please rank order the value you place on the following items when considering candidates for
principal positions in your district.
______ Setting Direction: Setting and inspiring a vision along with the goals to achieve it (1)
______ Developing People: Building capacity of all to meet the established goals or the organization (2)
______ Developing the Organization: Utilizing internal processes and external relationships to support
the organization (3)
______ Managing the Instructional Program: Creating infrastructure, structures and routines necessary
to support the teaching and learning of staff and students (4)
______ Prior classroom teaching (licensed professional responsible for a set group of students)
experience (5)
______ Prior experience as a school service personnel (ie. School Psychologist, Social Worker, Counselor,
Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse) (6)

Q15 Please share any additional insights connected to the qualities you seek in principal candidates in
your district

Q16 Have you ever considered or hired an educator from a school service personnel (ie. School
Psychologist, Social Worker, Counselor, Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse), background as a
principal?
Yes (1)

No (2)

Considered (1)





Hired (2)





Q18 Please share any insights related to your previous answer:
Q17 In your opinion, are school service personnel (ie. School Psychologist, Social Worker, Counselor,
Speech/Language Pathologist or School Nurse), qualified to be building principals?
 Yes (1)
 No (2)
Q18 Please share any insights related to your previous answer:

Q29 How many years have you been in the field of education?
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Dear Educational Administrator:
My name is Patti Palagi and I am a doctoral student at Northern Illinois University in the
Department of Leadership, Educational Psychology, and Foundations. The focus of my research
has been revolved around the changes Illinois has instituted in the training of building principals.
You have been selected to participate in a dissertation study focused on the characteristics you
value in principals. As an educational administrator, your insights are essential to this field of
research.
My dissertation director is Dr. Kelly Summers. You are welcome to contact either her of me
with any questions you may have. Dr. Summers can be reached at kellyhsummers@gmail.com.
If you are willing to complete this survey, please click on the link below. It is anticipated that
the survey will take approximately 30 minutes of your time.

2-Week Follow Up E-Mail
Dear Educational Administrator:
My name is Patti Palagi and I am a doctoral student at Northern Illinois University in the
Department of Leadership, Educational Psychology, and Foundations. You received an email
two weeks ago requesting your input. The focus of my research has revolved around the changes
Illinois has instituted in the training of building principals. As an educational administrator, your
insights are essential to this field of research. Please considering taking ten minutes to complete
my survey. Thank you for taking time from your demanding schedule to support this research.
If you have any questions or concerns, you may contact me directly at ppalagi@att.net or you
may contact my adviser, Dr. Kelly Summers at ksummers@niu.edu.
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Illinois Principal Preparation
Redesign Timeline
2001-2014
2001 Illinois State University Center for the Study of Education Policy received
Wallace Foundation grant and established Illinois State Action for Education
Leadership Project (IL-SAELP)
2005 - August Commission on School Leader Preparation convened by IBHE
o Comprised of leaders from K-12 schools, colleges and universities, business
and professional education organizations, ISBE & IBHE
2006 - August Report presented to IBHE: School Leader Preparation: A Blueprint for
Change. Included 3 Major Goals:
o Recruit Strategically
o Focus Preparation Programs
o Improve Statewide Assessment & Coordination
2007 – July House Joint Resolution 66 –
o Resolved that ISBE, IBHE, and the Office of the Governor shall jointly
appoint a task force to recommend a sequence of strategic steps to implement
improvements in school leader preparations in Illinois, based on, but not
limited to, the measures detailed in Blueprint for Change.
2007 – Oct.-Jan. Illinois School Leader Task Force convened:
o Recommended three primary instruments for improving leadership
1. State Policies that set high standards for school leadership certification and
align principal preparation, early career development, and distinguish
principal recognition with those standards
2. Formal Partnerships between school districts, institutions of higher
education, and other qualified partners to support principal preparation and
development
3. Refocused Principal Preparation Programs committed to developing to
rigorously assessing in aspiring principals the capacities that are most likely to
improve student learning in PreK-12 schools.





2008 – May Two-day conference sponsored by ISBE and IBHE for the Illinois School
Leader Task Force
o Report - Stakeholders in higher education, professional organizations, and
members of the Illinois School Leader Task Force attended to disseminate the
Illinois School Leader Task Force Report.
2008 - August Two-day conference for open discussions on the recommendations set
forth by the Task Force report and to develop school leader redesign teams.
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2008 – September One-day meeting sponsored by ISBE and IBHE to convene the 5
School Leadership Redesign Teams.
o School Leader Redesign Team members consisted of 50 representatives of public
and private institutions of Higher Education, the IPA, IFT, IEA, Illinois School
Board of Assoc., Regional Offices of Education, ICPEA, IASA, the Illinois
School Leader Task Force, and ISBE, and IBHE staff members
o 5 School Leader Redesign Teams researched and redrafted recommendations in
alignment with the School Leader Team Charges.
2008 – October & November
o One- day meeting in October and November sponsored by ISBE and IBHE to
convene the 5 School Leadership Redesign Teams. (See September 2008
description above.)
2009 - January Invited representatives for parents, special education, early childhood
education, English Language Learners, from around the State of Illinois, as well as
additional ISBE and IBHE staff to attend the 4th School Leader Redesign Team Meeting.
2009 - February Brought together participants from the May and August conferences to
present Draft recommended changes from School Leader Redesign Teams and Special
Interest Representatives.
2009 - March Leadership to integrate the Learning Continuum released its report,
Building a Seamless Learning Continuum, The Role of Leadership in Bridging the Gaps
Between Early Childhood and K-12 Education Systems. Recommended that the new
principal endorsement span from preK-grade 12
2009 – April - Presented draft recommended changes to the School Leader Advisory
Council
o Informed Illinois Board of Higher Education of New Principal Preparation Model
o HJR42 directed ISBE and IBHE to prepare legislative recommendations.
2009 – July-Oct. Eight regional meetings were held by ISBE and IBHE to gather
feedback on draft Principal Preparation Model
2009 - September Presented new draft requirements to Illinois Teacher Certification
Board
2009 - October ISBE and IBHE hold a legislative briefing on the Newly Defined
Principal Preparation Program for Illinois for members of the General Assembly
2009 - November Held one-day statewide conference to discuss next steps in planning
principal preparation, as well as the review of the new Illinois Professional Teaching
Standards.
2010 - March One-day conference to provide update on the school leader preparation
reform recommendations for Illinois.
2010 – June Legislation signed into law—PA 096-0903, effective July 1, 2010
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2010 – Sept.-Nov. Rules released for public comment. Advance Illinois, Large Unit
District Assoc., IBHE, ISBE, universities, and other stakeholder groups engage
legislators in series of meetings to resolve questions about the rules.
2011 ISBE rules passed by Joint Committee on Administrative Rules (JCAR)
2012 - March Principal Preparation Review Panel established in rules is convened
2012 - September By September 1st, institution of higher education or not-for-profit
entities may admit new candidates only to principal preparation programs that have been
approved under new rules
2014 By June 1st, all programs for the preparation of principals must be approved under
new program rules or cease operating
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Executive Summary
Dissertation Topic: Core Leadership Practices or Prior Classroom Teaching Experience and Their Value
When Hiring Building Principals
Purpose: Determine what those responsible for hiring principals’ view as most critical when reviewing
applicants: evidence of core leadership practices (Setting Direction, Developing People, Developing the
Organization and Managing the Instructional Program), as defined by Leithwood (2005), or prior
experience.
Review of Research:
 Found no research linking prior classroom teaching experience to principal effectiveness
 Studies cited in 2010 by Illinois for mandating four years of classroom teaching experience as a
component of applying to principal preparation programs hold no merit:
o Ballou and Podgursky (1995): Studied teacher perception of principal impact.
Statistically significant impact found only when principals had over 15 years of previous
experience. Prior experience limited to teaching; no option to mark School Service
Personnel.
o Darling-Hammond et al (2007): Studied factors of effective principal preparation
programs; research included candidates with prior experience within schools. The study
did not differentiate between teaching and non-teaching professionals.
o Baker and Cooper (2005): Studied principal’s hiring of teachers from similarly ranked
universities. Made no correlation of principals with classroom teaching experience hiring
strong teachers
Process: Large Unit District Association (LUDA), served as the participants in this study as they
represent unit districts across Illinois. 3,209 emails sent, 789 agreed to take survey, 284 reported having a
role in the hiring of principals. The resulting participants were working as Superintendents, District
Administrators and Principals. Majority (86.81%), reported classroom teaching as original certification.
Findings:
 Participants ranked core leadership practices similarly; each necessary
 Participants ranked evidence of core leadership practice over prior experience
 Prior experiences developing relationships are valued and seen as supportive of principal
leadership
 67% of participants (n=118), previously considered or hired School Service Personnel as
principal in their district


92% of participants (n=168), rating Strongly Agree to Agree prior classroom teaching experience
is essential
Further analysis of findings:
o 68% (n=115) Somewhat Likely to hire a School Service Personnel
o 11% (n=18) “Extremely Unlikely” to hire School Service Personal



70% of participants (n=124) stated School Service Personnel qualified to serve as principals
Further analysis of findings:
o 1% (n=14) rated unqualified and “Extremely Unlikely” to hire School Service Personnel
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o

92% (n=160) rated School Service Personnel as qualified OR open to considering for
hire as principal

Conclusion:
 Illinois is recognized for efforts to improve principal preparation
 Recognition includes candidate and licensure process under current mandates which include
School Service Personnel
 Research Illinois utilized as rationale for inclusion of four years classroom teaching experience as
component of applying to principal preparation program was overreaching and holds no merit
given current research
 Access to principal preparation programs in Illinois should continue to include School Service
Personnel
 Those charged with hiring principals across Illinois, consider and hire School Service Personnel

